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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I - ' 

J ' 

\ ,The primary purpose of this study was to determine whether 
different kinds of employer supported child cAre services had 
differing effects .on the users'^of those services* The experi-' 
mental employers^ were 29 companies and hospitals in the north- 
eastern and midwestern states that had supported 'one of three 
kinas of child care service for their employees* Fifteen of* the 
employers were hospitals, nine were marii^factu'ring cpmpanies and 
f ive\ were non-manufacturing companies. Of* the ten control em- 
plpyers,! four were hospitals, two were manufacturing companies 
ah\ four were ndn-manuf acturing companies* * 

This was a retroactive study designed to obtain one l^ull 
year of attendance, turnover dfc other data on selected employees 
of each of the following fpur categories of employers: 



r, 



On-site Child Care (n=12) : While fe^, eligibilii^y require-, 
ments and operating responsibilities varied, all employers in 
this category provided/a child care center either in or within . 
.one block of the worksite building. , ' - 

Off-Site Child Care (n-9) : Employers in this category sup- 
ported some kind, of off-site child ^care,^ These included voucher . 
systems which' paid part or all of the costs 'Of employee fe^lected^* 
services, vendor programs .with local ox national day care pro- 
viders ^^and employer operated day care centers away' from the 
worksite/ * ^ ' 

Information/Referral (l&R) Services (n=8) : Employers in 
this 'Category either operated an in-house I&R service or con- 
tracted with an externally operated I&R service to provide th^S' 
service fdr their employees* 

No Service (n=.10) : Employers in this category, the control 
companies, had^e,ver operated a child care^ service of any^ind? 

METHODpLOGY^^ ; " v - 

Two gr'oups of employees were randomly selected from each 
of the 39 employers .participating/xn the study* In the,experi- 
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mental companies one of these was from employees who had used the 
child^carje service (users; n=311) and the second ftom amon^f those 
who had not (rion-us^ers: n=320) In the coivtrol companies, ^one 
group was selected from those eligible to use a child care^ser^ 
vice had it been provided (J>otential users: n=130) , and a secong 
group from those who would not have been eligible to use a fchila 
care service (non*u?ers: n=130) • , r 

Data Collected 

Non*aggregated attendance data for one full year were col* 
lect^d from employer jpcrsonnel files on each selected .emplo,yee 
in the experimantaJp^nd control companies. Using the formula 
of The Bureau of National Affairs (1983) , absenteeism rates 
were dete3;mined by dividing unscheduled days absent by days 
scheduled' to work. 

*A self-^administered questionnaire was distributed to the 
selected employees who had used the employers* child *care ser- 
vice tn-31d) to obtain information on demographics of the em-: 
^ployees, their families, their chiid care arrangements, their 
length of emploj^ment, reasons for^working, ' income and job sta^ 
tus. Employees were also asked about the effects of the child 
care'' service on their acceptance of employment, plans to continue 
this employment, opportunities for promotion and overtime* 
They were asked to rank the effect the child care service had 
on theii: job performance* One. open ended question was !i,ncluded 
at th^ end oK the questionnaire* 

- . . * . . . V - ■ ■ 

Information on termination . of the users of the child care 
sfervice'was obtained from all companies and hospitals providing 



either on*site or off-*site child care services. An annual 
turnover rate for female uaers of. the service was calcul'^ted 
consistent with the procedujces used by The Bureau of National 
.Affairs and compared with rates for a3:±s«aHployees^ Con^^ 
pany turiv:)ver Tates were obJtainejS^rom seventeen employers who 
provided either on-site or off^site child care* ^^'^ 

Analysis Plan / ^ N s* 

Statistical analyses were ^dergpne in prder tpj^assess th^ 
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relative influence of- the different types of child care services 
-Pffered on specific behaviors ahd attitudes of the employees. 
Covariat4 analysis i/as chofeen as* the analytic tool for this * 
analysis because of the quasi -experimental nature of the data 
collection procedures. This technique permits examination of 
partial relationships, that is, the relationship between two \ 
variables when other confounding varialjles are j;ield constant; 
and allows greater , confidence that a truely causal relationship * 
exists between the indepeadent variable and the dependent vari^ 
when a significant correlation is observed. • 

Type of child care service was>the inc^pendent va'riabJLe in 
all analyses. The four levels of .service" ton-site*child care, 
off-site child care, inform^ion and refejrral services tl&R) , 
and no. service) were meas\ired on an ordinal scaje with on-site 
c&ild care providing the greatest amount of care and no service 
the least. ^ 

Seven dependent variables were investigated. In all cases, 
the basic question was: "Does type of child car? se.rvice have 
an effect on the dependent variable, when the covariate^ are. 
controlled.?" The Absenteeism of the employees using employer 
supported services was the behavior of interest. The attitudes 
of interest were tKje influence of the type of child care on the 
employee's (1) decision to Accept Employment in her cpmpany; 
(2) decision. to Continue Employment in the company; (3) Recom- 
mendation of Employer to a prospective employee; (4) Availability ^ 
to Work Overtime ; (5) Acceptance of a Promotion and (6) Per- ' 
ceived Effect on Job Performance* 

~7 '■ ' . ■ . ' 

f An additional behaviors of interest, Erroloyee Turnover, was 

' . 

computed, and an attitude of interest. Employee Morale , vjas 

examined. . 

FINDINGS: ^ ^ 

Absenteeism : Two separate analyses were undertaken to in,- 
vestigate the effects of cHild care services on the absenteeism 
of women who used those services*: One indluded all four levels 
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of child care; the seconc^- Included ^nly tftree levels *(i.e. on- 
.si^e, off^s:^t^, information' and referral) Th$ effect of type # 
of child care -on, absenteeis m cou ld :not be detCrmined in l:his' 
analysis* Al^though th^re .was no significant difference found be- 
tween the three levels of type of , child care in one analysis and 
the four levels of type- of child care in the other, the errors 
of prediction were -large enough to include the pcissibilit/ that 
there may be an effect. Thus, given our fe^ple, no conclusions 
can be drawn as to, the relationship between ab^nteeism and tvpa 
of child care siervice. ' ^^j^ ' * 

Accept Employment ; It was^ foun<3 that provision of^ on-site 
•or off^site chil<fK care services had a significant infloience. 
(p^.OOl) qn tti^ sul;)jects* decisions to accept employment. ^Eftti- ^ 
ployees whose emp^loyers provide ohly I&R servioCfe were not very 
likely to state that Jihe child care service had an influence <^h 
their acceptance, of employment. It is possible to increase the ' 



* p rob ability that an eitjpioyee wixi^ fctate that such services .in- 
e acceptance of employment by providing more servibes. 
ically, employees using ite services and" employees 

using on-site services were approximately 20% and 36% mare likely, 
Respectively, to state tf\a,t the service had an influence on 
their decisions , than were^employees^of companies wh^h provided - 
I&R services. 

C ont^jiue Employment : The partial cor^lation: for this anal- 
^ysis wag significant at the .01 level, indicating that the amount 
of child care services provided does have a positive effect on ^ 
employeis* decisions to continue-/ their present employment. 
While the pattern ^here is simil^r'to that of the previous anal- 

r 

* ysiS, the magnitude of the changes, is considerably less. Off- 
site company and on'-site company, employees are only 10% and 16%., 
respectively, more likely than Information *and" Referral company-^ 
employees to s^te that the company provided 'services have an^ ^ 
, influence on their decision^ to continue their prjesent eir^loy? 
-ment. .Thus, while subjects ^elt that the provision of the child 
dare service,s had a positive effect on their decision to continue 

^^^mploy men t , this influence was not great. 
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Recomijaendatiion of Employer ;., Employees were more likely Jto^ 
■ # * 

recbramend their employers to others wheti either ^off-sLte or onr 

site child services were provided by their employer^ The 

relationship feetweeji the degree of child cate service provided 

by an employer and employees recommending their employer t* 

i **** * ^ 9'* 

others was significant at the .001 level*. In this analysis, the . 

responses of employees utilizing off-siJte services 'and on-sit^ ' 

services did not differ significantly from one another. Both^ # 

- of * these groups we re approrf^iu r ctLel^ 3i)S t\ xOl^ llkel y^ tte n gmployesa 



using information and. referraT services to state that they halS^ 
^ . . recomm8nde<3 their employer to others because o£ the child cAre 
services. .ic^ ^ ' . ^ 

^ Availability to Work Overtime ? Employees were more likely ^ 
to be able to work overtiilte or odd hour shifts wh^n either pff- 
site child care services or on-site child care services^ wej^ 
provided by their employer. The rel^ationship be1:we5ri amounts of 
r^fi^H-^3-^^r'=^ Q^p vice p r ovided by an em ployer and, the employee'^*' 
ability to work ove^ime was- significant at the .001 level* As 
\ in the previous 5inalysis, the values for off-site and on-sit 
. child gare did not differ significantly from each dther^^-^^d 
both were larger than the value for the informtion,,-and referral 
companies. ^ ^ 

Acceptance of a Promotion ? - A significant relationship was 
^ not found between type of child care^^service and acceptance of 

>a promotion. It should be noted^^^at^ a result of the large 
1 numfer of subjects stating^^hrat this item was not applicable, 

thi4 analysis was based dn relatiively ^few subjjects pel: company. 

Fe<ggij|Ved Effect on Job Performance s The child ca*ye service 
y , provided by an eanployer had a positive effect (p^ . 001) on em- 
ployees' perceptions of their job performance. Employees in 
companies which provided either on>-site or off-site child care . 
services were more likely Ehan those in companies which sponsored 
I£iR services ^to say that the child care service had a positive 
effect on the^way they^did their jpb* The responses of Jusers 
of ofjt-site child care and on-site child care -did not differ" 
^ ' significantly from each other* Users of ^off^-site services 



wete §0% mpre -liVely and users of on-site services were 45%. more 
likely than users of I&R services to state that the employer 
provided services had|^ positive ^^jLnfluence on their job perform 



rtance. 



Employee Turnover : Provision of either on-site <^r off^site 
child care servifco^ results in greatly xeduced turnover rates 
among users of these services . y Fo^ sixteeT% (94%) of the* seven7 
teem employers included in the ana lysis^ the annual turnoverL ra-he 
for employees who used 1;he child pare service was lower, often 
substanlsially, than the annual rgte for. all employees (p=/oOl)-. 
, In 63% of the aompanies the rat^'^of users w^s le^s tJian onfe half 
that of^*t:he whple company; in sj^ of the companies,- the turnover 
rate for users was zero. 

Enployee Morale : Of the>j^3%. of the respondents providing 
additional comments more th^iM80% were of a positive nature. 
These voluntary qomments .prcfe^de strong substanV|ratipn of the 
v iew that access ^to chiyl d <Mte, p roxim al to the worksite is ,a 
highly valued benefit. ThM'conflicts and anxieties experienced 
by ^worjcing^ mothers as to ^Weir children's care^ harve been well' 
reported. In contrast, ^sjiudy respondents repeatedly took thfe 



preeiation and gratitude tha£ their 
m of these woirir'ies. In an extension of 
described a^ lengthy th'e. positive * . 
e €hild ^are center had on their child. 



opportuifiti^ to express 
employer had reli^^ed^ 
this, several respond^ 
effects attendance atl 

ItHs w<i^th^noti^^ that negative comments among users of 
on-site and ofJE^-sii^j^lervices primarily focused on the need for 
an extension of t^^pervxce or displeasure with the C9st of ^ 
service rather dissatisfaction wi1?h the existing s^r^vice. 

Almost never did/Mhese einployees expres^^issatisfagtion with 
the ^chiid care ijfeself.7* Employees who used ipforiftation' and r^^ 
ferral servxce^m^ a' rulp^did not have as positive feelings 
about the sei?v'jijjg^ror^about theijf employer /for prbviding. it. 

DISCDSSION.^1 

^ . Looking, ^£ the^re'^ults of ^the , analysis of absenteeism^ it 
is disappointing^ a^^hough not surprising that the relationahif) 
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bptVeen ^h^se two variables was indeterminable- There are ma^v 
reasons foj: a person'g absence that were not represented, in owe. ^ 
model* For example, a major cause of absenteeism in*feils(ire enf- 

' plTOyees IS tearing for their sick chi^ldren* There was, noweveri, ^ 
consi^derable variation among employers as to allowable sick time, 
So"me*employers allowed employees to Use sick days *for eil^^ 
themselves or their child; others allowed empj-oyejes to-uae therir 
vacation days when either they or a'child'was j^il; others allowed, 
no conversion of vacation time for unplani>fed absences, Tn most" 
companies, attendance records identified vacqition d^ys and sicK 
days by category without designating planned, Sr lanplanned,^ But . 
in^^toint of fact, some employees used vacation days for unplanned 
abserfces and some sick days were undoubtedly planned, ,Aiid, of ^/ 

^ course/ a persori's own -health, transportatiori tiitf>uble or other 
difficulties may be equally strong determinants of tha,t'.person's, * 
^absence, * While theyres\ilts of this study do^no^settle the 
isfeue, i^ appears unlikely that with the large hum^r of. uncon- 
tro^llable varia^jles^and the relatively smgll proportion of the 



/ wqrkforce Effected a statisticajL reiat;ionsnip can be demonstrated 
between absenteeism and employers providing child care rseryices..^ 

But reduced absenteeism is only one of tlfe effects which have 
bee^i hypothesized to result froia enplpyer . supported child carej.*. 
The findings 6f this study provide sti:JMfcg. support fop the " claims 
that these employer services do produce desired jneasujfe able 
effects, Fpr^^exampla, employers considering institution 'of 
a child care service as ^ inducement for recruitment of new 
employees will have significantly higher probability of succea^' . 
if they offer some ^ormt of near woiJcsite child care service ^ * 
rathejT than an information and referrals service,* , *^ . 

And the results' of this study demonstrate* the* relationship/ 
-between an employejj's child care service and^he employment 
longevity of tJhe employees who U'^e that ser\^e* "^tudy^ findings " 
show that the availability q£ either ^qp-site or off-site cAild ^ - 
cAre* positively effects^ both acceptance and continuance of* 
.employm^S:* In .addition, -employees who use' an employer suppojrted 
.neajt>'Worksrite child care se,rvice are more likely to recommend V 



I • * . ' , 



their 'einployer to otjiers than will employees jiho have, access only, 
to an I&R' service. : ^ f.^ Ss^ , ^ , * * 

, The finding^' pf this study * illustrate that when employer's 
sponsdr either an on-^f ite^ or 4n. ofjETsite i;hi24_Qare service:?for 
their empldyees a significan^jb 'reduction in turnover occurs. In 
more than half th? companies and hospitals turnover of employees 
utilizing the employe*r sxipported child care* service ^was reduced- 
to zero;^n several others it was less than fifty percent that 
of the company 'turnover rate; ' " ^ * • 



Fi^ureatpn employee productivity ar6 not always easy to - 
- obtain. Assessioent by Supervisors" has been fiound to bfe^an unre^ 
liable measure (MilkovicH,^1976) / In^ this study .employees l^ere' ' 
asked, liot to ifate their productivity, ibut rather their assess- 
ment of the effect of the dhild care service on their job per- 
formaiice. The, findings of tliis analysis provide strong support 
for the assumption that provision of proximal worJ^jite child 
care father than informatidh and. referral" seryic^ pdsitively ,^ 
effects employees' perceptions of- their,, job performance. Little 
difference was found in this* regard between users of on-^dte 
^arid off-site' services. ' ^ ^ ^ 

i^nd while not subje qt statisticai analysis, the volun- .. 
^CariliTTSiippiiea cpmmenl:¥""by^T5aiy^6f the respondents testify to 
tihe^p^^tive impact a near worksite employer supported child 
care service can have on employee morale and attitude. 

'In conclusion, the results pf^this empirical, study provide 
a substantial foundation of justijfications for corporate child 
care. Additional, statistica^t evidence of iftaftagerial, public 
relations, cost , or promotion benefits coul'd further advance the 
field, 'ffhis study can be viewed as a portion of tlie.base. o£ 
a pyramid b'uilding^^ empirical support fpr employers sponsoring 
child care services. \ \ ~ " 
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in'worklng women has teen^ the significant increase in fathers', 
involvement in child" care* ' . 

N^ed for Child Care - • , 

A result of these changes in families and in the working 
, population is a well acknowledged growing ^national need for 
'child* care and. o^ther family support services* Wom^n and fami- 
lies from all economic, social arid educational stra^ta are 
seeking" arrangements of care for their children during their 
working hojirs* 

Maintaining child care arrangements for many parents in- 
volves juggling schedules for work, home and child care* The 
traditional availability . o^ a relative to care for children 
generally no longer exists* These^potential care takers often 
have become part of the working population themselves* If not, 
it is likely that the family is not living geographically near 
these once available resources as a result of oxir increasingly 
mobile society* Child care, therefore, now must be provided 
.more frequently out of the home by non-relatives in ^ group 
setting* The questions of who is going to provide this care 
and who is going to finance it are a 'giving concern both for 
working parents and for employers* High quality child care 
is not only often difficult to find but is also quitig^ expensive*, 
.when it is available* 

There are not nearly enough providers to care fbV all the 
children of working parents who. need it* There 'always has be6n 
a shortage of such care, but the sudden changes in the" labor . 
force have caused the gap between what is needed and what is 
available to widen^ quickly* ^ ^ 

Respcjnding to Increased Child - Care Needs - - 

Kam^rman and King^fcpn . (19^81) hsve writen that "certain . 
adjustments and adaptations are needed at the workplace and else 
where in society if men and women are to fiilfij.! home and work 
tasks adequately and rear their children well* . If such re- 
sponses are not forthcpmin^r, adults' may h^tve difficulty in <5ne,. 
or the other, or both domains, employers may. experience problems 



at the workplace, ^children may suffer as may the society, ■ 
ultimately, (p. 5-8)/" " 

^ Although demands £or cltild care an the United States hav^^ 
increased in the ^recent past,^overmnent suppott for such pro- 
grams has diminished Qver the last few years/" These decreases 
in monies along with the changing nature of American industry 
and its workforce create ''a rationale for employers-support to ♦ 
working parents* As noted by Conference Board Research Fellow 
Dana Fri-edman (1983b) a vast array of organization^ and^^^i- 
viduals are attemptinCf to influence employer behavior so ^at 
it becomes more responsive to the needs of working parents 
(p* 1)* Some corporations are responding to these needs by 
entering the child care field/ The 1970' s and 80 's have seen 
a surge in corporal^ intervention", along with significant 
efforts by the public sector to bolster ^nd expand these pri- 
vate activities* At the same time pressures are being exerted 
on government agencies to maintain a role in the provision of 
child care, albeit a diff^3rent role than in th« 



la past. 
;p| to e: 



Midyear in 19S^^^r the White House took step* to encourage 
the growth of employer- sponsored day care by having the Office" 
of Private Sector Initiatives i^iiplement liancheon meetings for 
corporate executives in variou? communities* During these 
sessions executive decisionmakers wer^J.ntroduced. to child ^^.^ 
care support services, and were prov^fed with "relevant, mean- 
ingful information on existing activities and the potential 
roles of their employees in this, filossoming field* Primarily^^ 
decisionmakers from large corporations Vere included in these 
meetings,r however consideration is being given^ to the inclusion 
o^ small eniployers^ in future gatherings (Sdmmers/ 1983). 

" ^ ' ' ' ■ ■ ^ , . ■ 

These government activities are reflective* of a clear 

ef fort^ to encourage^^ivate involvement Jiri areas that hereto- 

,f ore have basically^ been the domain of tfte public sector* ,tess 

^pvernmenit fianding^^^s currently provided for child care than in 

thi& past'and popular opinion espouses tfee goal of combined 

publxc/ptivate endeavors in the area of employer supported dhild 

care services* . . .\ / 



- One means,, by which govei^nment has -and cato continue to, sup- 
port developments, in child care is through tax benefits, for 
.en^loyers and employees based"*^ child cai?^^t:6sts* For example, 
the Ecohoinic Recovery Tax Act of 1981: provides that .payments 
by* th?%jrtplpyer Jor dependent care assistance are not included 
in the gross^ income of the employee, and thijis not subject tq 
ei^er so.cial security tax* or federal tajc.' 

Kamerman and* K*ingston (1981) investigated the ways in which 
diverse employers are meeting or attempting to"" meet the ^eeds of 
employees with f^lily responsibilities. Health insurance, 
pension plans, maternity leave, vacation time, flexible sched- , 
ules (flextime/ flexplace,. part^-time work, shrift work), child 
care, service and other employee services were each analyzed. 
Accurate data is not available for all of these elements aAd 
little research has been completed on the effects of any partic- 
tular factor on family life'; The authbrs reiconunend a number of 
areas for future study and emphasis* ■ . , ^ 

^ Corporate Involvement' in Child. Care 

New interest in employer-sponsored child care which emerged 
in the late i970*s. and isarly 19s6*s was spiked by the increas- 
ing number of women in the. /labor force, shqrtages of trained 
personnel in" Vigh^ technology 'and service industries, a new» breed 
of management, an& the rea_lization by family-otiented product 
companies that providing child care was an in^ortant image 
builder (Friedman, 1983b, 7) • , 

Literature on employer sponsorship of family, support pro- 
■grams is increasing. As recently as ten yeats ago interest in 
and information about this form of emg^loyer benefit was very 
limited. The ^last decade has produced a burgeoning of activity 
ahd interest ^ in the r^5le of the CTiployer as related tb; the' 
family lives of their worjcers* ; , , ' ^ ' 

In 1978# Katherine Senn Perry (1982) surveyed the universe 
of e.n?>loyer , supported child care programs existing in the JJnited 
States. . sjie. identified .9 industry-sponsored^^ care centers, 
14 centers sponsdired by government agencies ,^Kt>y hospitals. 



^2Q^ by the milifcery arid 7 by labor unions* In 1982 the National- 
Emplpyer Supported Chi id. Care Project reported that 415 employers 
were involved in sponsoring chilfl care services in one way or 
another (Burud, 1982) , This number repr;esents businesses/indus- 
tries, hospitals, government agencies, and unions whose Ejrimary 
child care service focus included one of the following: a child 

care center, an information, and referral service, 4 voucher 

ji 

. reimburs^ent program, a family day care program, a parent edu- 
cation program, supp6rt of/ communi-ty chijLd care programs or 
other form? of chiLld care .as^istanc,et Of the* total employers' 

counted, 197 wer^ businesses or industries and 195 were hospi- 

\ ' * 

talst (These numbers have changed since 1982, and although all . 
reports indicate that there" are many more employers now sponsor- 
ing child care services, no exact nationwide figures exist)** 

The flourish of activities *tnat has'Gccurr6d JLn the recent 
past, althoygh encouraging ,and stimulating, needs to be viewed 
in perspective. Approximately ^00 employers nationwide are 
tzurrently proyidpLrfg a form o£ child care service to their 
-emproyees* Sure^JLy 600 is a significant huirber until compared 
with ;ihe total -number of employers in tKe country- which is, 
kpproxiMately-/4* 5 .million or even just compared to the number 

/of businesses that llave one. hundred 'or more employees, whi*ch 

^, ' ,/ , - - .' ^^^^ . f 

Mar approximately; ia3,000 (H,S^ Dept. of Commerce, 1979) , Only 
V \ ' - / ' ' i ' * / * - / 

onerhalf -of one percent of the^e employers offer a fbrm of child 

,^car$ service^* v , 

_ In: respGAding to. child cate needs , businesses have selected 
J ^ a^ ranges dof solutions. Some haye instituted ^child' cafe centers ^ 

\right at. the worksite, dthe^s haye , developed center's at a dis- 
:ance frOHi their place /of ^ork, others have developed arrangq- 
Sjnts with -e^xisting child calfe programs to reserve slots for 

Jlpyees -^nd/or give /discount^ rates 'to employees, stili others * 
ive^. deyeiqpe|t youph^r ,systems whereby a portion of ^ art en^loyee*s 
'cii$ld-.pafe\c^^ reimbursed; / \ ' 

' Thi&:n(ajority of cojnpahies .who have recently entered into; ; 
/sponsorship bf ^: child care, s^i;;j/ice have selected information 
and referral as j their f orinat* - Primarily Jthis* selection seems 




to be *ied feo'the reduced finahciar commltmei^ required. Unfor- 
tunately this does not' splve t;he bigger day care b^roblem o£ ' 
wprking paferjts - thfe lack of . adequate nuinbeite of yday^care slots 
If corpora^ons are to play a significant rolV-ooj terms 
of family ^pport services, their involvement mxist be more far^ 
reaching. As emphasised by LaMarre and Thompson (1982),V*the 
optimal solution for industry in this regard is to find a way 
to encouracfB expansion of day care services in the private 
sector while rjeducing individual employee day care expense in 
an equitable manner, (p. 65)." ■ ^ 

^ Reporting oh the Working Parents Project, Ms.^ Friedman 
(1983a), thepjriz-ed that "futjare development of the field of 
employer supports to working parents depends upon the formation 
of innovative and creative partnerships betw^n the public, 
private and voluntary sectors (p. 7).^* 

•NEED FOR TBI'S STUDY - . . * . . . ' . 

Those who support corporate subsidies of day care, and 
otljer family support services suggest that sMch actions 
'^result in increased worker productivity and, thus, increased 
profitability* These advocates also mention such issues a^ 
decreased absenteeism, improved recruitment efforts, decreased • 
tardiness, lower employee turnover and improved employee 
morale* Some organizations which -empiloy. large numbers of fe- 
male technical staff such as^hospitals or electronic industries, 
^report that the dSsts of sponsored child care 'services 
are offset by lowerj costs of recruitment and training and lower 
tates of employee turnover. , And^ yet ^ review of the litera- 
tjare on employer-sponsored *amr],y sjipport systems reveals that^ 
hard data on thes actual costJS ^nd ^benefits of ^ these services * 
are not readily available* ^ ^ ^ . 

The, paucity of empirical \data on the. effects of. employer 
supported child care services was the key element in preparation 
of this prpject* .A niiinber Of ppmE).^nies and the exebutiv,es of . 
many firms have expressed optimistic opinipns ^bout the extent , 
to whicK programs, for working parents wiii achieve positive 



measurably outcomes that will be of value to the v company. These 
positive opinions are being, voiced primarily by parties currently 
involved in the provision of employer supp^)rted child care, an^ 
the proponents of these types of services are equally vocal.' 
Those emE>loyers already providing some form of family support 
services, especially child care services, although often espous- 
ing the management values of th^se activities clearly must have 

other motivations for implementation of the services, since spe- 

■ ^ . ^ ■ ... ^ t ^ 

Gific benefits, have not yet been substantiated. Most of \the 

research into the real3ai of employer supported child care ^services 

has involved soliciting opinions of\ their effects, and,^pposi-- \ 

tions on the value of providing these services by currently 

uninvolTOd companies* . . ^ 0 

' ff. > . * 

A Study done by Milkovich and Gomez (1976) has .i:>een one of 

the few incorporating collection of empirical data. A group of 

thirty parents using the Northside Child Development Center in 

Minrleapolis^ Minnesota, a group of thirty parents with young 

children not 'using the center and a group of employees either 

with no childreit or only older children -weSe selected for this 

project* The study* s findings were that "the day care partici- 

, pants' average^ monthly r^tes "bf turnover and absenteeism were 

significantly lower^'than nonparticipants ' turnover' and absentee 

rates and the rates for the other, employees* the results df 

analyses of vari^ce show significant differences among the . 

groij^fs for^both turnover and absentee behaviors (p* 113).'* This 

study is frequently referenced, and with good reasoji; other 

^ , - . . ' ^-'x^f^ . * ■ ' * 

than this one^ study/, th^^yidence related'to Ij^efits from 

empibyer $uppor1;ed child care services is ^either anecdotal or 

reported by an individual company about the effects of its own . 

service.* ' " ■ ? . 

, liitennedics, a firm in Texas and the prpvider. of the largest 
employer^^ponsored child care pro.grani/ did complete a non% 
. e^erimental study of effects r il^. Si-i^!i^^Duncan, the director 
^pf interiiedics Chird Care Program, asserts .that/, ^s a resul't 
of the center being; in opeiratxpr> for Hwp yearsV the comJ>any 
has experienced a 23% decrease in turnover, a reduction in 



absenteeism that has^resulted iti a saviligs^of 'over 15,000 manhours, 
an increase in productivity , and fewer retrruiting problems and 
reduced recruiting costs (Baden, 1981, p.. 30) . 

The Neuville Mobil Hosiery ''Mills. Vas requested bythSir 
North Carolina legislators to present some figures on the effects 
of their t*o-year^old on-site chil4 care center. ^ The company 
presented theyfollowing ^ata: ^ the company saved $40,000 in 
training of new^Sii^Ibyeesj average txirnover for the company is ^ 
8% compared with 50% 'for the geographic area;^rcteuctivity 
increased and saved the "company ^100 , 000 in ^salaries (Bufud, 1983). 

Although the speculations fen the benefits of employer's 
supporting child care services are encouraging and logical, 
statistical data does not exist to support these views. Many 
corporate executives are unwilling to make a, Qpmmitment to the . 
role of the private sect:or in the provision of child care unless - 
clear evidence, of benefit to their company* can be documented)^ * 
These decision mak^s are of the mindset that first anO^ fore- 
niost they are in business. Correisfohdingly *the primary goal 
of their^organization is to make a profit. 

Many decision makers believe „that. businessesr are not social 
service agencies* ^Indeed, Milton Friedmai>, a .domiuant figure • 

in American economic circles, maintains Jthat corporations whijch ^ 

^^"'h .' ' • 

spend money for social purposes ib effect are stealing their 
stockholders' money. The incoi^trovertible fact remains /that, 
no matter how humanistic or socially-oriented management may 
be, ejqpendituares of either capital funds or current revenues 
provide supportive services for employees ultimately must be ^ 
j,ustified to their stockholders . ^ - * 

Accummulation of ^additional empirical data of the effects 
-of employer ^supported child care can provide a boost t© growth ^ 
in this field. Given the frequency of claims *as to the posi-- 
tive effects on absenteeism and turnover, this* project was 
^structured to specifically .gather data on th&se two aspects. 
Negati^Je findings Will ^nqt necessarily produce a negatiVte ithpact 
fcbh growth but rather would necessitate that supporters of enj^loy^^t 



involveitient in ch;Lld care emphasize^ other motivations for these 
^activities' . .^is rationale ^ay- simply fee as stated by Armory 
Houghtori'" (1981) of .Coming Glass Works : ^ Day Car^ is "not' big. 
money* -'t^Sut it*s the right thing to do,, and it*s on'e of those 
.small pockets^'of excellence by which corporations and their 
people are gudged* Day Care is not only good in ^itself, but 
it sets a tone (p^ ^9) ' . * • 

According to Dana Friedman ^1983a) who has been'afStive in 
the area of work and family support services -for ten years, the 
field 6£ employer support to working parents is currently, in an 
education phase* Although some corporations and individual 
"c^hi^f excutive officers have instituted family swport services 
eith^ to reflect a corporate image or sim^^ly to /meet the r^eeds 
of' parents, "many otVers' are awaiting Evidence of E>Mefits 
pridi: to entrance into this area^. "The lack of awareness of 

the potential value of family supports as a tool tq achieye 

/ , ' ' 

management objectives is ,a\£rirna3:y obstacle to their implemen- 
tation by corporations, (p. 7)V'* ,v ^ - ' 



II. STUDY DESIGN AUD METHODOLOGY. 

This study was corftlited to companies and hospitals in the 
northeastern and midwe^tem states that support child" care 
services for their employees.' For this study, support wa*s 
defined as a substantial c6ntributi6n~T5y^^Bie einployer of money, 
staff time^ and/or othen in^kind services to the child care 
service ^nd an identification by the employer wij:h the service* 
S^ck-child care, flextime, parent education programs and other 
family support systems were not 9tu(|ied. Schools and colleges 
'which support child Care programs for staff, faculty and stu^ 
dents were npt included. Union supported programs were elimi^ 
nated as were' ^11 of the federal ; atate, municipal and milit/iry 
units which provide child care services < SSnployets located 
within the geographic ^rea of the study "were potentially eligi^ 
ble for inclusion if^ they had sponsored for a year or more^ 
of three kinds of child care services. These wer:e: 



^ne 



• On-site C^iild pare : While fees, eligibility requirements 
jaild operating responsibilitl^fes varie'd, all employers in 

/- this category provided a child care center either in or ' 
within one block of^the worksite buildi^. 

# Off-Site Child par e: Employers in this category supported 
some kind of off-site child care* These included voucher 
systems which paid part or all. of employee Selected ^er- . 
vices, vendor programs with Ipcal or national day care 
providers and employer operated day/care* centers -away 



rrom, tne -worKsite. \ ^ " " 

• Xnformation/Referral <I&R) Services : Employers in this 
category ^eithe^ operated an in-^house I&R service or 
contracted with an externally operated I&R service to . 
provide this service for" their employees* 

Employers not sporisorihg a child care service for their 

^employees comprised the population for the control group." 

" ' / '\ " * ' - * - . " ■ 

This ^as" a retroactive study designed to obtain one full 

" ' " . - . . . ^ 

year*s attendance data oh se^iected employee^ of each ^of the four 




11 



categories* of employers. AddJitional data .were obtained through, 
a self administered questionnaire distributed to subject 
employees who 'had usec^ their 'employer 's. child care service. 
Employers were requested' to provide. turnover rates for all em- 
ployees at the study site, figureS on the tumcfver of child, 
-c^e- users jand^^infqrmation on the child care service. 

• SELECTIOia OF EMPLOYERS *^ V . ' \ 

'An initial list of potential participant employers was * ^ 
formulated froiu the information qf the National Employ/et Sup- 
ported Child Care Project, Pasadena,' California^ (Burud , 1982). 
This wa^ supplemented by others gleaned from reviews o£ the , , 
'literature, personal/ contact with knowledgeable people in tlie 
field, telephone calls ^9 national d^y c^re chains ana* to^ com- 
munity*information slT^ referral services. All reported poten- 
tially eligible employers iSere added to the list. The employers 
on this list were contacted to determirie, first, their wllling- 
ne^^ to participate in the study and, second, their compliance 
with the followiiig cirit^ria: 

• existence' of the employer supported child care service 
for a minimum of one year; 

, • deti^rmination that an absolute ipinimum pf ten female 
employees with children 6-years-oldsOr younger had 
— it^^p^^gi ng <-h fa serv ic e for one -year; . / ^ ' 

• the availability of attendance recdrds or^ e^ch. of the 
eligible 'Employees for one year. * ^ ( 

Cofitrol ^companies were selected from ^the same states .as the 
stu<^ sites of the experimental employers.. Employers in this ^ 
group were in similar kinds of businesses as those in the .experi- 
mental ^roup. The majority of employers identified as potential 
controls were from among those known to'haye an interest in this 
area. Some had completed employee needs atssessments or conducted 
other aspects pf feasibilxty studies.. Others had attended a 
symposium or ma<ae inquiries about child care services. * Still 
others were recommended by an experimental groiip empl^pyer. In 
addition to agreeing to participate in the, study employers in 



this group met the. following criteria: J. ^ 

" ■ * ' '/^ 

• employer had never sponsored a child ca^ support ^ 

service ? \ • ' < ' ^ ^ ' 

7' " \ \r ? ' *^ 

• determination* of a minimum of>6en female employeygs - 

* ^ >^^' * 

. with children ^-years^oJ^'^^r^ younger who had be^^n 

'f • the ^availat)ilifcy, of: employee attendance records for 
bne year. ' ' , / ' 

Characteristics of ^Participajit Employers ■ > 



The twelve states in which the study sit^ .-afs-^employers 
and controls wfere located ar^: ^ ' , . , 



Connecticut 
Illinois 
Indiana^ 
Kentucky . 



Massachusetts 
, Michigan 
• Minnesota 
Missouri 



New York 
0hr6' 

Pennsylvania 
Wisconsin 



"Table I gives a breakdown of the kinds of employers in the stiLdy. 
!Ehe classifications used ate cdhsistent with those employed by 
The Bureau of* National Affairs, Inc. (1983)* The manufacturing 
cbmpanies produced computers and other electronic equipment, 
paper products, pharmaceuticals, chemical products, food ^ 
and various small items. The non-man^ufacturing companies were 
bankp, insxjrance ^Stotcipanies and those .in s^me aspect of infor— 
matidn ptocessing/communicaLtioji* The non-busines^ companies 
were ^11 providers of health care, primarily hospitals. , 



TABLE I ■; ^ 

BUSINESS CLASSIFICATIONS OF EMPLOYERS 



STUDY CATEGORY 



Classifica^iort . 



On-*site Off-site I&R Control. 
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manufacturing: 
non-%anufacturing: 
. non^business : ^ / " 




Twenty-s^ven o£. €he ^mpanies ppeirated single sites*. ' Ot'\ 



the 12 employers operating giulti-sites, 7 had more than 10,000 
employees- !3Phe home bSf ice was the study sifc6/in 10 of . thes^ ; 
and a branch- site 4.n 2* 



Tabid II gives ^ bre&Mown of employers ^ 



by number of employees at tbfi/6tu<a^ silue^.for :^each slludy category 

1 




-TABLE ^ II 



3IIEAKD0WN OF STUDY SITES BY SIZE 



ERIC 



250 -<506' 
500- -<1000 ' 
1000 -< 2500 '' 
2500 - 10,000 
>10,000 

. : — 



STUDY CATEGORY 



On-site • Off-site i&R • C'oi>trol 



2 
3 
.5 
2 



1 
2 
2 
4 



5 
2 
1 



i 



characteristics of Child Care Services Sponsored by ^ Employers 
' '■ ~\ ^ *^ T 

In nine of the 21 companies which sponsored a d^V c^are ^ 

service fewer, than 40 employees used the child care service; ' ' 

seven companies had from 50 to 85 users/ aud five compaqie^, 

served a hundred or more employees/ * During the *study year t^^- ,^ 

number of employees who used/the I&R ser\tices sponsored by 

their employers ran ged from M .few as 12 to as m&tiy as 80* In 

the following sections are ^ief descriptions of Tthe child 

care services in each experimental group Supplemental infbr- ^> 

mation may be foiand in Appendix A • . . : 

Exp erime nta l Group 1 ^ * , 

-5"' ' ^ ' 

By definition, all twelve eipployer's . in Experimental Group l' 

sponsored 'day, C5tre. centers .within -one block of the worksite. 

Whether; housea- within worksite, on company groiands, or : 

proximal to* them, ownership of all twelve ceix:^firs w^s'vested in- / 

the. employjer, ^ten of Whom also retained responsibidity for " ; 

voperation of the^ center Of the two. remaining' centers pns was** *^ 

operated by a local day care pro\;ider and the second wa^ l^eased 

to a day care chain; 



26 . 



- ^Employees of one of the twelve emplpyers paid nothing for 
the day care_service> , in two qompanies, employees pfeid fees that 
were cqmparable to community rates although possibly for -a better 
-g^iafity service J in, nine companies, employees paid 10-20% less 
for thfe service than, other ^community users. At the beginning 
**bf 6he study year (1982) , five of the twelve employea^s had 
sponsored child. services for employees for more than two 

y$ars. One employer had b^en providing this service for 35^.' 
year?. The Tiewest service. had been in operation 5 months. 



Experimental Group 2 . ^ ' 

^ ^Five of the ^nine/ employers in this group sponsored off-site 
d^y care centers which they both owneA and operated. Two had 
made contractjual arrangements for their employees to use ojne 
of several community sites operated by day care chains and one 
had contracted fot spaces* with a local day care prdvider. In 
two compani:^s, employees paid, fees comparable to community rates 
and in six their /f ees were reduced from 10-20.%. One of the nine^ 
employers whibh sponsored off-site centers used an income-indexed 
'^vQucher ^system.^ Eligible^employees in- this, company, selected ' 
their om child care faqility.; - ' 



In 1982^ at the^/beginnirig of ^<he stud^ year, seven of the ^ 
employers in th'is group. Jiad" provided child care services for two 
years or. more. . The ^ximxain length of .time, a service had Been 
offered wgs. ten years , the shortest was two months. ^ . 

Experimental- Group 3 - j ^ " 

of the. eight; employers providing ,I&R services , six' had . . : 
contractual ^aiyr^ftgements and two had informal agreements with 
,an outside agency*, ^^niployee counseling was provided by the 
Employer ill three companies) and by the7itjS_R sjeryicfe in five. In ^ 
no* case were .*h^rf^charges^ the etmplpyee. for these services., - 
-All\e\ght cpinpanie^n:^^ this category ha^^^ i^^ i^?^^^ , 

services less th£ui_tV(^^ears before 1985/;^^^^ study ^"^^ 



vear.«^^ - , ^ ;, -^C-,. "^L-pf-^ . 



SUBJECT SELECTION 

Two groups employees wer^ selected 'from each of the 39 
enqpldyers participating ;in the study* In the .experimental 
conqpariies one of these was^frpm. enqployees who had .used the child 
care service (users)^nd the seqond ftOm among those who had 
not (non-users)*^ Th^sfor each participant enqployer two samples 
of enqployees were. selected: . ' ^ 

• user enqployees ' 

• non-user emplpyees ^ 

Similarly, two groups of employees were selected from each 
control company*. One group froth those eligible to use a child 
care service had it been provided (potential users) and a second 
group from those who would npfc have been eligible to use a child 
care service (non-usexs7* ' 

Study Year , - 

Before the xdentifica.iy.9h. arid- selection of stud^ subjects 
*could i)egin a study year Had to be determined fpr each partici- 
pating/employer* The actual, dates of the study .^eaar vari-ed 
from one employer to ahother. dependent upon the qompany record 
keeping system and other factors* All study years wer^ for 365 
days beginning' some time between April l and November 1, 1982 
(e.g. from May 1/^1982 tliro^igh April 30, 1983), 

Selection of User Employees 

. ^ . From each p.^rticipant company a random sample was s^e6te<3 
of female; full*-txme eiriployeeg who had used, the child cafe ser-- 
vice for at least vone year (user)* Study ,eligxbilXty criteria 
'l:equire4^ that the 'emplbyeea: . - - - - ■ 

• had, been einpl0yed-:.3O hpurs or mpre per week for the 
auration-^f ,t^ yeafr - ^ 

• Had!ia/chxl^^ or Tess at the end of the - , 
. study- .yearj and . . " , 

•j hadVus^jJ: for the duration of 

■ i^; -^ '^l^e-^tudy; jfeau^^' , - _ - - V ■ - ^ , ■ 



The pool of eligible employees was identified by matching the ^, 
list of employees using the'child care service at the beginning 
of the study year with the ^list of those using the service at 
the end of the study year. Whenever possible/ subjects were 
randomly selected in each company from among the users of the 
daycare service. In 19 . companies the number of eligible* 
employees was 20 or lesg and the entire population of user 
employees y/as included in* the study. The minimum size sample . 
from any company was; 10, , ' ' 

Questionnaires were distributed to all selected- user em^ 
ployees,_ Only those employees who retximed questionnaires were 
retained ih' the study. However, in several instances the ijues^ 
tionnaire provided new information that established non-eligi^ 
bility of a subject and l^us elimination, (Among these were 
full-time employment status, age of child, or length of employ- 
ment. and/or use of child care service, J / - 

Across all companies the return rate of distributed ques- 
tionnaires was .80%, thus resulting In a potential sampling, 
bias, Thi^ problem is inherent oh all data^ collection procedures 
which utilize questionnaires. In this instance reasons ^or^ 
this non^retum appeea: to have be^ diverse, For example, sorae^ 
CT^J^oyees had left the company or had ceased' using the center 
by^the time the study was conducted, Otfier employees ^ had been 
,temporai:ily laid off or were on a "leave of absence. Some 
employer study contacts were less diligent about providing . 
follow-up^ to all* recipieifts of ^questionnaires especially after 
a minimum Jiumber of ten questionnaires hadt been returned* There? 
did seem to be a relationshiEx between! , respondent cdmmeats intii- 
cating a lacJc of ^tisfactipn with the en^.loyer's service and 
a lower return" r|,te fr6m thafc company^ This may have been ^the 
reason for a lower; retutin rate from several employers in^' ^ 
Experimental- GrQup 3*. Also in tJils; , group," many employees had 
a rather limited, contact with ithe IfiR providers. There were , 
i-ndic^tipns that t^e^^ employees bad less jinvestmeftt in the 
service;'which may via -turn ha^ affected the. xesppnse rate. 



.Undoubtedly, despite assurances of anonymity, some employees, 
might not have wanted attention directed toward poor attendance 
records- If so, this'^woul'd have been only one of several diverse 
reasons for employees not responding* While sampling bias can- 
not. ±>e automatically elimihateid/ the small number af^ user 
employees .for some employers was primarily a function of small 
numbers of eligible employees in those, companies . All eligible 
usef employees returning questionnaires were retained in the 
study* ^ Attendance data ftor the duration of the study year was ^ 
collected on each eligible user employee. ^ * 

Selection of Non-User Employees 

In drder^ to control for the effects on employees of 4iffer* 
ent employment conditions arid benefits, in each participant 
company a sample was also selected of female employees who did 
not use the chxid -care service (no;i-users) . For, purposes of- 
this study, the population of non-users was limited to non-user 
employees who wprke^d at tha same work site as the user employees* 
.A procedure was developedv with each employer for the systematic . 
selection of a sample of non^user employees equal to the samcrle" of 
Subject employees. (DetailSt of this process may be fpund jln. 
i^ppendix Eligibility criteria for inclusion in this non* 

user sam|*ie were thatt ^ " - 

• the employee was female; 

• had been'^a full-time. employee for the duration of 
the .^udy year; and ^ 

• had not used the child care service, provided by the 
> -employ-er. . , ^ 

Since attendance data only were gathered for .these employees 

there was' no attrition rate du6 to* nonreturn of questionnaires. 

*" ' , ■ ^ - * 

Selecti>on of ;&otenti^l Oser Employees in Ophtrol Companies 

The;'fitst: task^ iJl sel^ control subjects was / 

identifying the populs^tion ,of potential users; This process 
varied aepehdertt upon the size. of the control companies and - _ 
the kinds of company records avaxlableii . Identification ranged 



from firsthand knowledge of employees by personnel and/or 
supervisory staff to. review of employee pe^rsonnel files* Once 
the population was identified, a random sample of 15 pote^itial 
users who. met the eligibility criteria was salpcted* Criteria 
selection included: ; ^ ^ 

• the- employee _was female,; - 

^ «r had been a full-time enployee for the duration of 
'the /study year; ^d 



^ # had a child 1-. to 6-years old .at th^ end of the 
study year. 

Often 15 or fewer employees met these criteria and all were 
included. Some otherwise .willing employers had less than 10 
eligible potential users and were eliminated from' the study. 

Selection of NdiT-User Employees^n Control Companies 

The sample of nonruser "employees in control companies was 
drawn from the population of female employees at. the study work- 
site who had-been employed^, throughout the stud/ ifear and-dld 
not have children l- ibo .6-years old at the end of the study 
yiear. Procedixres used were the same. as for the selection of 
non-user employees, in experimental companies. . _ „ 



KINDS pF DATA' COI*LECTED - 

Sources of data f or ^tiiis^ study were , the, participating 
employers, the *user employees,- and the personnel records of ,all^ 
s^i^ject enployees. Interviews, questionnaires and document 
searcheS^' were used to gather ^formation. The 'follov^ing sections 
describe the'kiilds of; data obtained* 

■ ■ • ■ • ■■ -■• 



\^ - 

User Employee Data 



Through distribution of a self administ^^d'^questionnaire 
{Appendix C) , informtafcion was gathered ffdm^^SSs' selected employ-^ 
c^Sl who !haa*used Jbhe; e^ child care' iS^rvice. . This 

informatioit included dempgrapl^^^ the eii^Bidyees, their fa^nir 

lies,* their child care arrangements ^ their . ffehgth ;of employment, 
^reasons for working, income and job status. ^^ Employees were also 
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asJced about the effects of tha child care service on^ their 
acceptance of employment, plans tp continue this employment, 
opportunities for promotion, overtime and maternity leave. 
They were asked to rank thje;_effect the child care service 
had on their job performance. On^open ended question was . 
included at the end of tl>e questionnaire. 

Employer Data 

During on-site interviews and follow-up telephone calls 
to employers, information was obtained on the corporation and 
the- child, care service. This included figures on the^ size of 
the study site and its relationship to the corporate entity, 
information on the enqployer*s benefit sysfom and on the business 
itself. A description of the child care service and its history 
was obtained including as much information on the cost of 
operation as the. employer was willing to share* 

Employers were also- requested to provide annual absenteeism^ 
and turnover rates for all permanent employees or . any ' subset^ . „ 
of employees at the worksite. , 

Absenteeism Data 

- The definition for job\bsence used in the study was that 
of The Bureau of National Affairs^ Inc. which conducts periodic 
national surveys ot job at^sence and turnover rates from over 
300. enqployers. This organization defines job absence as ^ 
^scheduled absence .~ It does nbt include Ibag term absences 
after the first, four days; scheduled absences for vacation, 
hol-idays, or ife,ave> oa^ abs'ences of less than a, full dayT ^ 
Using the formula af Tlie Bureau of National _Af fairs, absenteeism 
rajies were determined i?y^ dividing unscheduled days absent by 
days scheduled ,t"o work (i 9.83) v ' . ' . 

Non-aggregated atteridjafi<£e ddta for''£)ne;^f ull year were ^ 
coiiecffed/bn each^^:^ ih :thex exp^tfd^^ental 

oomp^ies^ -^ ^ :/ - ^ . ^^ ^ ^ - . \ ... " / 

• timers ;pf trie child care service (n=^3riy/ ' 

• non^users/pf tJS,€t^ child care Service, <n=^320) i; • 



and* in control companies: 

• potential Users of a child care service (n^^lSO) 

• non-users even if there had been a 'child care 
service (n-130) ■ 

The attendance data far each employee was broken <^wn into the 
following subtotals: days scheduled to work; days\ worked; days 
. paid; scheduled paid and unpaid days absent;" uhscheijuled p&id 
and unpaid days absent* The data were obtained retroactively 
from company .personnel files. Dates of all abseijces were 
recorded so that absences of more than four consecutive work 
days could be distijiguished from those of four'dayS'pf less. 
To ensure maximum consistency of data across con^anies, ^guide- 
lines were formulate4. for calculations of scheduled/uA scheduled 
days absent. All vacation and personal days were documented as 
planned while all sick days {including sick child) were labelled 
as unplanned. ^ ■ 

Termination Data * : V 

^Termination data were gathered differently from the, atten- 
dance data, and not being limited to the study subjectev cannot 
be considered experimental data/ Information on termination of 
each employer's users of "the child care servi-ce was obtained 
and calculated consistent with 'the procedures used by The , Bureau 
of National ,Affairi5# Inc, (1983),, This rate is computed by / 
dividing the number of separations by the number of fen^loyeSSt 
Turnover figures /cpVer all permanent separations, whether voluii-^ 
, ±ary of involuntary *. " " , ^ . 

Employers were asked tq provide a list of ati users of the 
child care service "at the beginning of the study year and the 
end of the study year,. The employmjent status of all female ^ 
employees not ^pp ,bpth lists was determined^. -For ^eny user 
empioy,ee whb bermin^t^^ company during 

the: study year, iniojniiation \^as obtained pnr ; J— 

: # job categoryvbf user employee. ; . . . , 



• date ;user en^loyee terminated 

* 

reason (if 'known) for termination 
* 

A turnover rate for one year for female employees who -used the 
service was computed by dividing the number, who had terminated 
during that period with the number of users at the beginning 
Of the study year* 

STUDY PROCEDURES , 

A considereible portion^of the time devoted to' the conduct 
of. this study was expended, in put^^g together it^ various ^ 
elements. The obstructions and delays that were experienced 
are apparently endemic to field research in the area of employer 
sponsored child care services. Descriptions of some, of these 
(fif f iculties have been included in this section of 'the report* 

Area Coordinators 

Area coordinator were selected to cover different geogra-^ 
phic regions of the study area, A total pf seven coordinators ^ 
were, assigned to conduct the study activities^ with all the 
companies in their region/ both employers with child care ser- 
vices and controls. '>\Each coordinator performed all the on-site" 
visits with e^ch of their assigned employers and continued ' ^ 
communication, until all of the required information was gathered. 
Each "of th© area coordinators had an inrde^th knowledge* of child 
cara programs iand then received training in the numerous aspects 
of this study. The Study Manual used by^^Area Coordinators is 
included as Appendix B»: . - . 

Recruitment -of Participant Companies , 

Thefe exists a limited numbel: of corporations in the north- 
eastern and midweS:tem states that sponsor a bhild Qare service. 
As a result", almost evfery- company in this category known to pro- 
iect staff wasr contacted,, . An initial coritact,or^^ter was sent 
to these ||^;tentietl part-ic^^ cprpprations, /^pg^ndfx p.). This 
letter introduced , the stud^^ and the contractors, ^^described the 
general putppse of ^he study and Jmformed con^^ an up- 

cpmingt phone cbn^^ regarding: pbtehtiai partijjipation. 
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Approximately a week after receiving this mailing each company 
was contacted *by .phone to pursue its possible role in the study* 

The next ,step with those empJLoyers who either agreed to 
participate, or were at least^^open to the possibility, was to 
schedjile a site visit t>y oxSX area coordinator, puring this 
visit, the purpose and ^ procedures of the study were explained 
more fully and, if the employer agreed to participate, arrange-- 
ments were* made for the selection of the subject employees, 
distribution and retifirn of questionnaires, and collection of 
attendance data, ' \ 

Difficulties in Recruiting Participant Companies 

.There* were several ^complicating factors that made the' pro- 
cess of obtaining corporate agreement to participate more time-* 
consuming thani had been expected. With some firms, it was 
determined during the initial person-to-^person contact that the 
identified service was na longer provided. With other figoms 
it was determined that the firm served many fewfer employees 
then had been indicated in the literature* Other corporations 
provided a form of chil;^ care but a different type than had ^ - 
been reported* Others had been erroneously reported as sponsors. ^ 
of child care services* ;^ 

In some cases considerable ,tim& elapsed before communication 
could.be established with thfe appropriate corporate person in 
regard to this project* Some companies refered our;^."in<3uires to 
the director of the. child care service but this person rarely, 
had authority 'regarding the inforiiiation needed* Some firms ^e-- 
cified a person to contact byt weeks, had to elapse until th^ 
individual returned frpm vacation. In one case, \ the contact 
petson was the Director of Corpof^t^ Social Responsibility and 

.ift the midst of pur negotiations he left the company with no 

■Ireplaceinent Identified* . . . _ - . 

Miainy of the corporations that provided an information, and 
referral service contracted with an outside agency for this and 
di<^ not keep inWi^^l. i^eppir<?s on emWpyees had utilized 

the servipe,!, The inform^itipn, however. 



kept track 'of users^aines and comply affiliations* This situa- 
tion necessitated thai: study s^ff contact the I^R networks and 
elicit the^r cooperation in the study* The networks contacted 
were cooperative^ and assisted the investigators in working with 
their client cpmpeuniies but this 'extra step added more time to 
the recruitment^prpcess* 

Some corporations nith child care services were unwilling 
to participate in the study* Among the reasons given for de- 
clining were: lack of staff time to gather'the data, company 
policy prohibited doing emy kind- of survey with employees, and 
confidentiality 6f company records. In addiction ,^ome employers 
had received so memy requests for information on theii:" service 
that they had become resistant ^tp further involvement* 

Other corporations became non-participants due to admini- 
strative dercision^changes* For example, in one corporation the 
company child care liason* had agreed to participate but the 
board of the^ child care cehter decided not to participate* The 
designated memagement person in another coit^emy had said they 
would he pairt o£ the stu(}y but then the child care staff recom-^ 

.mended the compemy not participate and the compemy retracted its 

... * ^ - * ^ ' 

agreement* 

Other difficulties impeded 'the ■ acquisition of the necessary 
participants* As stated above, the sample size for participants 
from eacW* comp^my was a minimum of ten females who had been 
using the^ child care seryiqe for one year* Early in the stu<^y^ 
activities, it became apparent that a very limited number o^^ 
corporations are able to fulfill this (Jualif ication* Many^; 
companies that had enough employee's who utilized the child care 
service were eliminated from the study because not enough 'of 
the female usei:'s had used the service for a full calendar year* 
Some female employees use the employer spon*sored child care 
program on a continuous basil?/ except during the summer Vhen a 
di^^ent child, care arrangement is^utilized* .These women, 
al1:hough essentially contj^ users of the cpmpany child care, 
were^ irieligibX© for. this st^ to"^ their sximmer hiatus* r 
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Other companies had enougH users but some of thel were male and, 
once theTben^were eliminated, an adequate number of female users 
did not exist* The scarcity of adequate pools of users necessi- 
tated enlarging the original geographic area to include the 
states of Kentucky and Missouri* ^ ^ 



In addition to the 29 employers with child care services 
who participated in the study, the cooperation of 71 other 
employers with similar services was solicited* Of this number, 
many of whom were interested in participating, 38 did not meet 
study eligibility criteria* ' Site visits had. been made to ? of 
these employers feefore their ineligibility was determined* 
Site visits had been made as' veil to -4 of the 33 employers who 
did not wish to be^ncluded in the study* 

Development of ^Questionnaire ' 

The questionnaire distributed to user employees was devel- 
oped for this study* A consideration in its development was 
seiisitivity to two frequently expressed employer concerns* a 
.desire that the study neither raise employee expectations nor 
elicit employees* comments on the quality of the employer's 
child care services* Each employer reviewed the questionnaire 
before it was distributed to its employees* No company withdrew 
from the study because of objections to the questionnaire* 

Another factor which affected development of the question- 
naire was that it be brief enough and clear enough not, to dis^ 
courage respondents. Before being used in the study the ques* 
tionnair^ was subjected to two cycles^of- field testing and 
revision* *hree slightly varying forms of the questionnaire 
were developed to make it/applicable to the user employees in 
each of the three experimental groups , (Appendix C) * 

Fields Test of -the Questionnaire 

since the universe of child care programs sponsored By for- 
profit corporation's is so fij^ite,^ the decision was made not to-.,. ^ 
^eliminate any ^'of . the^e companies by involving, them .in: a field _ 
test bulb raliier . to involve progralns sponsored by hospitals* 
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.The questionnaire was field tested at two employer^^ponsored 
^ child care programs: Laurance Armour Day School, Rushr ^ * 
Presbyterian^-St, Luke's Medical Center an'd Lakeview Child Care 
Center, Illinois Masonic Medical Center, 

Based on the responses from the field test and other input 
from project staff the questionnaire was" significantly revised, 
, An additional field test of the^ questionnaire was conducted at 
a union sperfSored child care center: Amalgamated Child G^e 
Center in Chicago, .Based on the results of this field ^test, 
the instrument was^ agaiji revised and then put ^to final format. 

Distribution and Return of Questionnaires 

Employers were informed that personal contact with employees 
'by study staff was not necessary for dissemination of question- 
naires. The method recommended for distribution was to have the 
employer hand deliver packets to each of the subjects, Alter-- 
nate methods weire utilized when desired by the employer and these 



incliided having the child care prbgra^ distr^ibute them, having 
the infdrmation arid Referral service deliver them, or sending 
them through the mail, ^ ^ 

"^'rom the outset employers were assured that employees , 
*would be treated anonymously throughout the study, -This was 
accomplished by assigning each employee a subject number that 
was utilized on all materials for that person. In instances 
^where the employer gathered all study data,, na employee names 
were ever.pbtairied by. tlie study ■si.aff. 



Each participant company was. given the option of including 
a consent form in each questionnaire packet, . This form speci-^ 
fically enabled the subject employees to indicate that study, 
staff^^had their permission to. review their attendance records. 
Some employers elected not to uae these based on the assured 
anonymity Off data>^oll,ected. Others 'ch^)se to include consent 
form^^to fulfill their obligation to 'maintain employee confident 
riality, ■ * ' ^ ■ / . ^ ' - . 



. Questionnaire packetSjodistributed to eac^^ of the user sub- 
jects included the appropriateirfonn of the* questionnaire (Appen* 
dix^C) , an envelope for returning the questionnaire, a letter 
from the Study of Employe?:. Sponsored Child Car,e. (Appendix E) , a 
letter ^rom the empl^oyer (AppeD^x P) , and, depending oh the par 
ticipating .compemy , a consent form (Appen<|ix G) , emd,,^^n^envelope 
for its return* All items within.; the packet contained the sub- 
ject number of the'' individual. The return envelopes included 
in the questionnaire packets w^re pre-addressed to the selected* 
returnee.* ' > ^. 

The itiethod recommended for return of the questionnaires 
was. th^t subjects would personally return them' to the distri- 
bution individual. Other optipns were acceptable and employers 
selected their preferred method. In sdme cases questionnaires 
were , returned- by mail and in one qase, at the company ' s request, 
^study staff met with a group o^ subjects to have them complete 
and return the questionnaires on the. spot. 

Employers were asked; to request non respondents to return 
questionnaires- - 

Collection of Attendance Data 



An arrangement for collection of the attendance data^was 
established individuallyswith each participating cpmpemy. 
Various factors influenced the method selected.^ First was the 
willingness of the compemy to utilize internal staff for the * 
data gathering, ranging- from performing the total Jj^jsitf^ to 
merely providing minimal direction to study staff in gathering 
the data. A second^factor wai? the corpprate^ sys*tem in place, 
for maintaining attend^ce information. The -system determined 
to some extent the necessary activities of ;in-house staff. 
Those compemies operating a computerized system gathered all-' 
data internally bas^d on logical res^trictibns to s^tudy staff,, 
whereas, those^havingtmanual systems were not restrdctew ^ 
technically td ^employing, their own people. ■ A thira aspect 
affecting the collection of attendfinjjj^ data was compemy policy 
on confidentiality, bf^^tecords. 
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Actual collection of the attendance infoiroatio'n througho^^t 
the thirty-nine participant companies was ultimately accomplished * 
by a wide range of procedures. Staffsof s^jme corporations 
literally gathered every bit of data^ required. ,At thfi bther * > ' 
extreme, study staff reviewed weekly, time sheets located in mul-^ * 
tiple*. locations for each subj^ect from an employer. In the most^* 
complex Situations, identification of rfe levant attendance fojrms . 
necessitated selection from extensive numbers of non-categori2fed * 
forms in inaccessible places. . 

Information gathered in the f iBld for each subject employee ' 
,was initially recorded on the Attendance Data Form (Appendix H) * 
and then summarised onto the Attendance Da-^a Summary 5heet (Appen-* 
dix J) V^ior to being coded. In total, data were gatji^re^^n 
311 users from experimental companies, 320 non^Uaers from 
experimental companies, 130 potential users from control com- . 
panies, and 130 non-users from 'control companies. 

DATA ANALYSIS PLAN * ^ ' 



Covariate* analysis was chosen as the analytic t^i for ^ ; 
this analysis because of the quasi rexperimental nature of-.tTie' 
data collectiqn procediireV' ^Companies" were not Randomly S * ^ 
assigjied to th^r various types of child^are service condi- 
tions and subjects weife not randomly assigned to their user 
statui. Thus, the usef oftsimple correlal?ion3 would provide .no . 
. information. about the Jpausal nature of observed relatiortships 
between 6 ur independent variable and our dependent^ variables. 
Confounding variables could vary systemajtically With the ind€£- ^ * *^ \ 
pendent variable, type of child care service, and leaye u3 { , ' ; \ 
unable to determine whether an observed relationship was caused, ' 
by type of ^chiid care 6r**these confounding. variables. For; £ . 

\ ^ -'example, if a significant correlation was found between type 
' ^ of child care and the absenteeism rate, it could be ^jgued ■ ; 
that employees of smaii®? companies are absent less*. Thus, the 
^ causal relationsHip would bjs Between size of the company the 
• ^ absenteeism of th4 company. The simple correiatidi^,^ ther^rare, ^ 
. : would Tio# give us^the desired' information, i.e,, tjie true effect'. * 

* Of the type pf Child care. ^p^ the employer ^- ^ 



Separa^ting out tMse "confbuhdinjg- effects is a i>enef it, of , 
^ > co-^^riate. analysis;. T^^'^t|&hnique pei^nits you to look at par- 
. _ tiil relationships, tihal:^;is, the relationship between two 
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variables when* other possible confounding variables, called 
'co^ariates, are heid*^nstant* JBy holding, these variables^ 

co'li^SSftJ "we are' e^s^Sftially asking,, if tKe coYariatjes were^ 
"th^same fot all CQmp^ies, "vJhat relationship would we then ^ 
.pbserve betweqq^ the Iriaependeht .and depen<3ent variable?' This. - 

allows us to have a-.grfeater fionfidence that a truly causal 

' ^ * ' ^ ^ " -^'^ " - - - ■ 

relationship exists between the Independent varialDle and the 

' ' • : - , ^ . * 

dependent variable when a sigriificant correlation is^ observed* 

. important c^ni^-i^deration in multivariate analysis (bo- 

variate ana,lysis is^onfe^ type'of TOul'tivariate analysis) is^he 



.power of the statisti<5ajl test* Power/ which refers to the 
' ^ ability to detect an^ ^f feet when one. is /present, is- affeated. . - 
.'^ .by the nlimber of repressors, k, relative to i^e sample. size, N*' - ] 

Repressors ,ar,e 'the fire used 1:q predict tiie. de;^ . 

t pend^t VariabieV^^J^ /^l 
* independent vari£wif3?e^-^" Nrk> the sample &i2e^.Taiiiu3';j:he nuinbe 

/ ■ of covariates, varies";afl^either" the sample. .siize-rifincrgases or 
^ V decreases ot the nmnbesfe- of^.^egr^Mro increases or oecreases, , ^ 



Thus,* the power to fih'fii rfelati-onships alaB v^rxes* .^POr example^ , . 



if .N*-k' equals "43, we wStild .only be ^able-tb detect cor re3iat ions. " «^ 
as large as * 40 about ffO%"of the time* ^ If the ^^rue cdri'elafex^Jii..^. 
^ were less "thaSi \40, ilfes/ould ^i>.e detectable ''<^€Sh.^iess joMei^*>^^ 

However, -^if N-k equals^^LSO/ population correlations>of . *2.0-^i^^^ ^ / 



would be detectable 30^ of the tiine* Thus> as ^r^^_\indrleAss^^ ^ 
the chance ^bf ^finding ^Ue population cbrr|^lat^^ ^ 
are ^mall* etisp incr^se^< (Darlington, ^unpubi-iejiediMlj.^ ' ^ 

TWe> present analysis" i^e^ire^ that i«e ,cpntxo:i^ * 
.v^pvariates (large k) * :;in^.6Vdd^^^^^ a .hi^h: po\?ere^^ 

^aii^ly^S, we chosef^ to nse thi^^ihdr'fiduai subiebt^/^ati^' rfche int^^ ^t 
- ^^^v^ increased pur N:rfroiriL 4/td^ 

, therefore .ihbrlS^ng' b& £^ find a telatioiiship if:^<)ML 

y - ^ , ex^isjEe^* flowe^Jfer, iFt-'^Ls^ also iinportarit that/,ihdividuMs, 'be : > 



' tKe einplpyer* be u6ed,;as the tlni,t of analysis at the-finsfc. stage 
of .the analysis, " *• ■ ' *■ ^ 

\ Partial coffelation. Coefficients can be l^omputed in several 

* ' - ' " - ' ■ . ' 

ways. Since the analysis req^ired , shifting from l^he indi^dual 
level to the compemy level of analysis, yter utilized the follow-- 
-ing procedure. First, using multiple regression, typfe of child 
care was predicted f rom rtJie covariat^s. Again ^the covariates 

, are the variables that we had wanted ta^control, / We then 
extracted ^rom this analysis the part of o\ir independent vari- . 
ablfe that was not explained by the covariates, . This was acco^ 
plished, by J^^ing the residjials from* the analysis, A residual 
is^define<^^ the difference* between the actual value of the.. 

'Variable and the predicted value" of the variable obtained from 
the xegression,^^ In step of the euialysis, we obtained 

a residual score for e^MHrabject, > ' 

Y ' A similar procedxire was used to compute a residual value 
for >each subject on the dependent variablet At. idiis^ point, we 
hah residual scores for. each silfirject for the indsgendent var^^ 
able, type pf child .care, .and^-the .dependent variable, ^Thes^ 
residuals represented ^hat part of the type of child care and 
the dependent variable i^it wefe^-dndependent of the covariates 
used, Compu-tring the* parti^'***Sorrela^ only finding 

the simple , correlation between, these two se€s of residuals, , ^ 
However, in order^for- the values used in the correlation,. to* be . -'sg^^^ 
inaepe^i^erit; of ^each o13ier> we ;a^regated aqross cgmj^anies - - v ^-^^^ 
before c6mput3jrtg;:"1^ That is^ /ior - 

.company, we -cp^ mi^ari^residua for type 5>f; child c^e- 

and the ineah rM /Ifhe, )9prr€ij 

laticJh between' t^e^ -file rgSldtials resulted in the f irial- valxie ^ 
of the. patti^^ . ;3flhe_ sig^ 

ia;ti6n was then: sEss^es^ l^e^ sample^^lze; ei^u^l, to^ the 

\_ *A44itionaI^]^ ^^i^* ^ ^5 ^ 

tionships wa$;,im A si^i'ficsmt partial correlation. 
"S?i>;iy^ ^Jie ead^st of . ^ ef^^ecj;^* it^. 

^be^* 



;^*t .lp:cat*e : Qje"^^^ is, the . correlatipn coefficient. . 



does not prqvide information ^^out the differences , between the 
various types of child, care services • It .does not tell us whether 
differences esij^ist between oifesite child care services, and of f- 
site child care services or, whether the major differenc^ are 
between information and referral services and off-site child" 
care services'. Thus, the mean residual for the dependent vari- 
able was' computed for each type of service. By comparing these 
means, it^is J:hen possible to specify the location of the^ 
differences. The actual value of the residual is not, in itself, 
very informative. The differences between the residuals, how- 
ever, do provide inipor^tant infpjrmation, ,For this reason, w^ 
chose to plot, the relative values of the resi4uals, rather than 
the actual values, * ■ / ' 

Missing Data ^ - 

Subjects who had missing TOLlues on one-^or more of the v4ri'r 
ables weria eliminated from tlSe analysis. Elimination of ^ub-^ 
jecte Jiresulted"^' in some' cases^ in ^Ibwering the number o£ subjects 
of ^ employer tof^^" such :ah exte&t tff^t the' employer had tp- be 
63f6ludM^ .aneLLysis./ Excep^^^ liotedx ^ ^ 

whenfevea ibhe ?itiniier o£ stflsjects i^li^a^^g dropped' 
"Kei6w~hatf -Uie arei:age.^ oyer all the' coinpanies,^ ■ 

that employer wgis eliitd^at^d' fromi the anaiysisv * ^ 

Descriptionoof yihdependegtf^V^ --^v . ' : ^ ^ 

■rybe ot .chXld ;dare .^ervice'' w^^^ independent varieible \ 

in^ sdl analyse^* Xeyels.^^ s^ejcvxc^ Vere. IncliJ^ in. this 
study i :pn-s?iti- c^ infqrmatibn ,aiia^_ 

recCe^^ ha, se3n;'i:ce, . ^e ^mounit of chiliaf 

cai^^ sjisi^c^^ on ah ordinal , scale^^ Oil*: .-^ 

site'bfiild.^-^^^ greatest amount of service, off-r. 

site child care -aii intermediate am&u n%^ g, service,, information . 
and referral a lesser: amount of ser^^S^^an^^no. servisce falls, 
at the bottom. While. ;it is possible tp specif the_ relative . 
orijeiring pf ,i:he. foiir types bf "child q^e, it is <^fficuife~to ■ 
specify h'pw great "the tfif feitences^^ b>tWeen each^.pf the fpur 




types of serviQeV Foir this jreaSHwe coded the ontount . of .child 
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care*sexvice on. two different -scales as " indicated -below. 

a?ype of Service Scale A ' Scale B 

On-site 4 7 ■ 

" Off-sitI " " ■ ^ r 3 .6 

I 6 R . -2 - "3- ■ 



No Service 



Scale A assigns equal intervals between each 'of the four 
is of service. This is* equivalent to saying that the 
difference betVeen on-site child care ^nd off-site child care 
is the same as the difference between off-site child care and ^ 
infermation an^ referral. Scale B does not assign equal inter- 
vals..-. This scale sets on-site and off-site child care as' one 
unit apar^t from e^ch othejr, and iiif cTmation and referral, and 
/no sexvic;fes as tliree and five aanits away from off-site" child 
C,are respectively. This scale assumes that on-site day care 
and off-site day^ care are xelativeiy similar in the amount of 
service that they^ piSJvide, and that the other , two types pro- ' 
vide considerably ies&-or;.. no /sejhrice* ^ * ■ - *\ 

Descjription of Dependent Variables ^' ^ ^ ' , 

Seven .dependent variables were investigated. In all cases, ^ ^ 
the basic question^^yas .the same:, ^ppes type of child -care \ 
service have an effect x>n the dependent" variable wheii the co- 
veoriates are cohtrolled?" , The seven dependent variatiles are 
described beloWr \ „ 

Absenteei sm. t ^ An- abs^te^xsm ratio was computed for each 
individual* as- fblloys: . ^ 

ib^sejitisersm -Ratit^^^ to^alv unscheduled days :.of f 

Thja.yalues for "tbta^t ;msche<^^ days off?' an4" *^tqtal days 
scheduled tp' WprH^^'WiS^re^^jq fiqiteicompe^ . 



Acceptance' of employm^t . The following question was asked 
of subjects who were iftfbrmed of the child care services when 
they began employment: ^at their companies: "Did the availability 
of this 'service influence your decision to accept this employ- - ^■ 
ment?" A value of 1 was assigned for a "yes" answer and a^value 

of 0 was assigned for a "no" answer to the variable Accept. ' 

^ ft . ; 

Continuance o'f employment . Subjects were asked: "Does 
the availability of this chi4d care service influence your deci- " 
sion to continue your present ^ploypieivt?" Subjects received 
a value, of X for a "yes" answer ana a yalue of 0" for a "no" 
answer for the variable Continue. 7 

Recommendation of employer ^ ifc^ following question was 
asked: *^"Have you evex recommended, your employer to othets be- 
cause of the availabiljLty of the child care services?" "Yes" 
and, "No" responses receivei^^val^ies-pf 1 and respectively*. ^^.^ 

: . Available .to work overtime . Subjects were asked the fol- . ^v. 
lowing question:' "Hds Jthis child care Service made it possible. - ^ 
for you to. work overtime or odd hour ;Shifts7" This . question. ^ 
was not applicable for certain Companies of for certain employees/ 
thus when evaluating the effects .of^;^ild care services on this 
variablie only the responses^ of. siibjecps who answexesd eilth©r , . 
"yes" or "no" were " included. As before/ a v"yes"^" response- - 
.received ,a valiie of 1 and a^|io" response received a value o? 0., 

' ' - ■ - ■ - ' ' " \' - ' _ . 

Acceptance of: promotion . Subjects were asked:" "Has this - 

chiidcare service made it possible for you to .accept a prprnqtion 

or a new" position?" As was ..the case with Overtime/- this queg*^ 

tion was not applicable for jnany o£ the subjects, and ^thusy pnly^ 

those-who responded" either ^yes" ;Qi; "ho", Were included .in this ■ 

part of -the analysis. , A "i^esV :resporise wa3 coded ?s 1 and a "no" 

response^was cqded as; 0^ - . . - 

Ef fect'^on jdb perfbrmanQe. All subjects.. responded to the, 
following: " "The, child care services available througb my' employer^ 
(ir have, little" p,r^ effect ,0li:.i^ da jpb- . " . 

" (2) have, a .sqmewhat -po^sifciy^ effect toji the way ±^:tfo my job- 
(3) have a veryopbsi-t'i?^ the way I dp -my job*" 



TKfis item was coded using an^ equal interval scale (1,2,3) a^ « 
indicated above, . - ' ' , 

Covariates ' ■ . ■ 



The variables that were used as cbvai^at^s .cah"^^B% divi^ 
into three^general groups; deiragraphic chajracteijist^'cs^ th^'^.- ? 
subjects, characteristics of the employers^ and cSaiacterislfiL!^^^' 
of the non-child carje users of the~ employer;^- /T^nty--qne':cpy^i^^^ 
ates are described" below^. ■ ^ - . ; " ■ Vl" v ^^^^^^ ^^.t-^i^ 

Demographic Characteristics ^ ■ - -'^1 - " 

Adults: the nuiiiber of adult^ living in the household, - r; 



i 



Family Structure: this "variable controlled for. the "dif Eerejn^^,:^,^ 
between single-parent and twb-parent families. 

A^e of Children r . the nuipber^ of children yithi h- ^ ^ vgn. -ago-^ 
range* The vajriable Was., codted. as^ the ,numbe£ of /children ^'tl)^ Jn| 
than one, -^^^-pne to, less tfran two, (3) two to less than fi^ve^ . ■ .1. ^ 
■ (4) five and si^x, X5) seven through thirteen and- (^);^^prteeri ^^^^^^^ 
tTiroughJe^^tegh: y^ ^ " . ' - - ^ ^^ • - " ; " ^ " 

Age : th^ age:;jp£ the employe^^ ; ' " 

- \ ■-" ' \^ ■" c . t*" \ ' " ■ ^ 

JEducation: the e^uc^tidnar^^vel obtaine4.,]fc>y^.t;heiemployee.^ - 
„ This^ varaable was, coded^ as/ (1) less than liigh schbpl, (2)" "*s6ifi6^r>3; - 
high school/ (3) 'high schobl^ graduaW/ . (4) two years after Mgh^^r . -": 
school > (5): college graduate'/ahd (6) grS^uate qr profess iphal' it^^ 

Reason for Workingr. :hl^is y^^ i;d^liti.fied,three^ J^^^ 

reasons Vfor worl^b^ emplpyW the main sup"-^. . . . ; V| 

port for tSie JEsm^iy // (2^ aii essential- c^^^ to a twc-f^ii^ly . 

income br^ {3) mbfcivatfed to 'w6rk\altho\ig^ the ihcbme" is iiot - -Vt^I 

; - ' - ' ; -^^^ ^ .- ^!J:^. -A ? " ' ' . ^f-. 

essential(.^ ^ . ■ : : . _ " V ' J : / / : '^V ^"^^^^^^ ' -"^r- ' v"^-^^ 



Months: J:he^ ni3ii^r::6r fq'r thevc^^ . 

Ho tir s : t he^ numbei? o f hQu r s per: week:* wo rfeed . Shis -%s'. jBr ok^h - \!1 . .... 
down into (1) under 30 hdurs (2) 30-40 hours and (3) over^46 h53Urs. 



Overtime: this variable idSsntifiSd thdses efiibloyees who are 

. - V ' ..^-.^^ . ■ - :/ ' : z ..-v^i^!^ 

■paid- .for:-p.yei;*li^^ ' ' : ■■ V/'"- • " '^'^-i^^s-^^, 



Family Ilficbine: the total income, of the household before deduc- 
tions/ This incluiaed employee's and Spouse's incom^^'where 
- ei^plicable* — . ^ - 

■'^^ ■ ■ - . ^ , 

lierigth: the amount of time spent going to work; This was '\ 

cp<aea as U) under 1/2 Hour, (2) 1/2. to one hour or (3) over 1 hour. 

^ * ' " ^ ' . , ^ ■ : \ ^ ' * n 

'Sh3^£t":'" the shift tHq-^employee works. This, categorizes em- 

,'Plp^?se^,s wprjcin^^ day shift/ (2> evening shift or (3) 

VtHer shifts . - ' 

/Extended Le^aVe. 6 this variable controlled for those 

employees: Who' had "t^Kfen an extended leave of absence in the' 
last iear^i^' " ; .' 

Holidays: the number of holidays the employee is entitled* 

Vacation: the number of vacation days, floating, holidays , and 
personal days the em^ployee: is entitled* . ^ ^ ■ 

Total, Days Worked:, the^rfcbtal number of days worked\in the last 
year/ This variable was not used in the statistical analysis 
of atsenteeism because of the amount of overlap between, the two t 
variabiles. ; ^ / , / , " ^ , 

Employer Vari^b3;es . , \. 

Complejfce data was- collected pn two employer variables and 
these were, entered into -the analysis, as covariates. ^ ^ 

Company Size: companies were classified into six categories. , 
Thes^'' were /^1> 1^ "than -25a, ^(2) 25]0; fco ,499 , X3): 500/to 999, ^ 
(4) .100d/to 2499, (5V^^06/tb-9999^a^^ (6) greatef than 10,660 ^- , 
{employees/ . _ " , " ' . 

Size of the Study Si tfe: the study site" did hpt_W;Ways encom- 
pass IJie ' entire ;^biQp^ been at a branch office . 
or xestri^cted tp' -spm^^ company, like the; home office. 
This vari^ie^^was cla^^ in 'the samefT six categories used 




care services of the companies , Certaiii variables were computed 
firom this information in order to control for additional cha'rac- 
teristics of, the emplqyert A value for each employer was cbm- 
' puted and entered into the analysis. 

Mean Extended Leave of Absence; this was the mean nvmuSer of 
days of extended leave of absence in the company for non^users 
of day care, , ; 

Mean Number of Holidays: this was the average number of holiday 
of non-user employees-.in the conqpany, 

Mean-Number pf* Vacation Days: this. was the average number of 
vacatipn days, floating holidays ^ and , personal days for non- 
users in th^company* 

Mean Number of Days Worked; this was the average number of 
days worked per year of non-user employees in, the companyt 



III. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 



The primary purpose of this study was to determine Whether 
different kinds of eirqployer .supported child care services had 
differing effects on the users of. those services. In gathering 
the|§fdata base needed fop the covariate analyses conducted for 
this study considerable additional information was obtained, A 
substantial portion of this came directly from the users of the 
child care services. 

Because much of the information found in the literature on 
employer supported child care has come from the eirqployers we 
have made the assuitiption that others in the field would find 
value in a more detailed reporting of the users responses. ^ Thus 
this section of the report jjidudes demograjihics on the/ user 
employees, the findinigs of the covariate analyses undertaken 
relative to absenteeism and six other dependent variables, a 
descriptive analysis of the terminjation data, the results of 
several cross tabulations of d'iff erent/emplpyee responses and a 
compilation and examination of the optional, employee comments. 

DEMOGRAPHICS. ON USER EMPLOYEES — 

iPhe self-admitiistered questionnaires provided a variety Of 
demographic characteristics *^on the.. subject, employees. Although 
it cannot be stated with absolute certainty that -all females 
utilizing employer supported child care services match these 
patterns, it is likely "that these demographics are fairly repre^ 
sentativ^ of this group. Unless Stated otherwise /the following 

figures were basically consistent across the_Jbhr^_e_Jtyp_e_sJj3.f^ 

users. " - ; ^ * ' - 

A ge t The medi^ i^e of the"311 female respondents Was 30. 
'^'if ty^jiine percent of the subjects were between 27 and 3^ with 
the range being frbm ^21 to ,52 years. / - ' 



Schooling : For the entire sample of user employees , one^ 
third had compifeted high school and 64% had, compieted ^two or mor:e 
years of college^^ . / ^ y : ^ 
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dependent variables for these analyses were not measured in 
pahies providing no services.* Type of child care service was ^ 
the., independent varxable .xii all of the analyses* 

we £malyzed the data once usingyscale A coding and once^ 
using scale B coding* Scale A coding assigns equal int|r\?ais 
between each of the ^four ^types of service* Scale B coding sets 
on-site and off-site chi^Q^d care services as one unit ,^part. f rpm 
each other, and information, and referral (I&R) £md no services 
- as three and five units away from off-site child care services, 
respectively (see page 31)* In all casqs, when .a significant 
relationship using sca^e^ was found^ .a signif ican^^^elation- 
ship using scal*e B^was^ a&b found* While there was a trend for 
scale A coding to be less| signif iC£mt, we chose only to jreport ^ 
results "using scale B coding because it is believed that this 
coding is a better reflection of the relsCtion^hips between the 
different types of .child'^care service* ' 

. Absenteeism Analysxs ■ * -^i^ 

' . 

Two separate ^nalysj^s were undertaken to investigate the 

■« / ^ 

effects of child care, services on tfie absenteeism of women who^ 
use these services/, one .included all four levels of child care; 
the second ihcludfedP bnly-^t^ levels, i*e* on-site, off-site, j 
information and rejfefra^^^- S^p^a^ arialyses^wefe"^ sugg^^ 
because of the limilted; ddta available from ^the employers not 
providing any child caire:^services* The only*cpvariate data 
received from these emplpy^ars .were the employer covariates, the • 
non-users covariates, and the individual variables o*E ab^enteetism, 
holidays, vacation daysv'^and extended leave of^ absence on a 
group of potentjial chlld:^c!are users* We did not'have demographic 
information such a§ kge.,.^ education , and number of children on 
th<g^ potential lasers* The four-^level. analysxs of- abseri^tfeexsni, 
th^efore#/ controlled for fewer^^by^ - 

.. FourrLeyel Analy^^ ; : ^ I , ' " ^ - 

Pour: employers were eliminated ^because of mirssjlng data* 
The average number of s^jects perj^]^ The 
distributibn! fpt ;thd^^^^^ - 



Type of Service Number of Companies 

^ On-site W ^ ^/ ' 12 

Off-site^ ' 8 ' . 

^ V I & R. :^ f - . ^ / ^ 5 . ' ^ 

No Service ; ^ , 10 • . 

Variables controlled for included: extended leave of absence; 
holidays; vacation; company size; size of the study site; mean 
extended leave of absence; mean number of holidays; ^ mean number 
of vacation days; me^ number of days worked* 

Relevant Statistics: , 

— I " * . 

pr » .164 t =■ .95 df 33 ^ ' • 

t 

p >.v;05 b = .*004 s = .0046 ' 
This low' correlation suggests that type of child care. service 



does not have a direct effect on absenteeism. . However,""* this 

conclusion may 6e premature, as is dis.cussed below. 

* 

Three-'Level Analysis, ^^ , 

The second analysis of absenteeism considered only three 
levels of child care service. Twenty^-six employers were In-- 
cluded in this analysis with a mean number "^af sul^jects per^ 
employer^ of 10.2. The following is the distribution of employers 
for the^ three-le^^el analysis: - - 

Type of Service Numbef of Companies 



On*-site ' ^ 1;.; - . cL2' , 

- Off-site' - . ' W 8 ' ^ , ' ^ 

I R , 6 \ 

Eleven covariates in addition to the covariates used in the 
four-level analysis above included: adults; family struc- 
ture; age of. children; age; edttcation; reason ,for working; pionths; 

overtiitte; iamilv^income; leflgth; shift. . . ^ 

. \ . ■ ■ ' . ' -^^sf' " ^ ^ \ " . * s 

Relevant "Statistics,: / v> / ■ 



;pri f P- Op p. pO ; df - 24 

pr^>s .50 . b ^ -.002 s = 1.099 
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absences and some eick days were urtdoubtedly planned* And, of 
course, a person's own health, transportatioiT^troul^le or othgr 
dif fic.ultles^may .be. equally- strong determinantsjb'f that^^person *s 
ab&ence. . ^ ' A , 

In the four level analyses, although we were provided with 

r ■ 
fewer covariates, the greater range of 'absenteeism* ^d the ^ 

larger sample si?e provided us with more .power to find a differ- 

eitce. .However, by not controlling for the missing covariates; 

we may be unjustly attributing the effects of-^these confounding 

variables to the fcy^e of child care service'. Even wlth^^th^^ 

possible biases toward a si^ificant effect, our t does not" 

reach significance (t .95). Analogous to the three' level 

analysis, this does ^ot mean that there is -no effect of type,f*of 

child care service on absenteeism. "We can only -coftclude that \ 

we have ndt determined the effect; . / ,v \ ' " * 

Acceptance of Employment Analysis \ ^ 

In many cases', s\ibjects were 'not informed of the availability,^ 
of the chiid care service at the ^irae of their initial -emplg^ 
ment, 'Often because in several^ companies thfe service w^^Vela-^^ 
tively new. The*analysis of the influence of child ca^^ s^yices 
on acceptance of employment, thus had a smaller sample size. 
Ten employers wer^ eliminated "as a' result of^the, smallqess ' 
^(or ^absence) 'of the sample. The 'distribution" was: 10 on^-site*; . ' 
6 off'-site; and 3' I&R* ^The ^mean ^imnber of subjects per coippany „ 

was 6^0. All covariates ""^s^ted on pages ^3,t35 werae JfcintroJ-led*^ 

~ ■ / _\ . /itV - * ' . . ■ ■ ' 

Relevant Statistics : • > , 

" pr ^ .'6.8S. ^,=^/3^91r df = 17 : , - ' 

p'<i .001 , ,1^20 \s ':^ ;o3i - ^ " \. V 




.This correia'tipn is sj^gnificant at the ,.,001 levels ,The 
small va^lu^r of the Standard errof^'pf^bi:(>.031)".^^ be V. 

noted* T^Ren ^together, theC^la^ge^^Vai^i^^ the'pat'tidi cbrrer:.i^ 
lation coef^cifenlT andv-the^^^^ S^rfcor . 

pf b, give; us^^ confidence that' 4:jv5?^Ms^^Sf3^tionship^ between typp : 
of chiia^-d^re service an<J?iaccepfeaBjc;e empEaSTrteSitSdoes exist.*. V"^. 



. r^'^ . 

^.^tA Siabjects felt that the influence of tjie child" on 
their decision to. ac^qpt greater when,;inof^e 'ser- 



vices' were proyide<3| by, their companies. . 



. .. ; - 



The relatxye valiie of J:he residuals ftfr each, type of .child 
care are shovrtv in Fiigure i /"; As, can be seeiv,"^ .each incre.ase in 
* • the amduh't o f service iprbi^id^d^^Kyti;^ in -ait:" , { 

increase in the residual^ TKis^^^^^ as ^IIowsl:: . 

Employe^ whose , ernplbye^ijs prpvide-pni ar'e not . 

very, likely to .state that ^e child" tatd , service had an Influ-r ^ 
ence oh their 'Acceptance of .6in]^loyin^htr?'/^:itVis possible td 
increase the^grbbability that an .employee .\?iH st^tp' that- such ,r 



services influence "asrcept^gace of , employm0nt-<J>y "p^ inore 
services.; The difference between ■the^^fesidViAls^' for'^^^ 
services and I&R services reflects; tMs increased, proba^ \ 

""In cohclusionj^-_it was, fduh<?rthat ^ 
services had 'a\ significant iiiJaueitcte on the subjects^ - d^cisions.^ ^ ^ Jri^ 



to accept empiiSinS^ ^CTiployees 6t--p^fjrsx€^^"i^^^ 

coinpanies;.aii4"b^ were ^pprpxiiii'fcely .20% ahd .30%/ 



iTHDre' liSelVi;^ to. state that,. the^/?;^i^iqes,^h^ ; / 



influence on thexr de^:i"9^xons:, /thah^were employees .of; I&e:^^ 



Continuance. pfr^Etop.lbyineht^^^ . ^ ^ . 

The JMaiysis;bf ^ pf "6|5pli^er^sugj^ child: Oare 

.services, the cohtiniiahce of empld'VTCiieri^V was c^^ on 25^ ^ 

cpippanies>; 12.,Oja>^iit?:; 8. pff -si-t^?" ,and 5''^I&R,^ meam .nymlje^^^ . , 

bX suBji^ct^^pfer^^^^ 13, 0. ^ All coyariate^. listed. on:Vpa^es^ \^ 

33r^35 wer^'CQritrbll^ ^ ■ > - ^ v. V: v-v^ .z.^ '^ r, -r' : 



Relevant -StatUst ids 



T}iis parti5^1 cpi:;ri^^^^ i^. sigjfifp:bah^ .JOr l^S^el, " * ^ 



indiibatih^^ .the ai^ chilft/dara ^lirbvided does, 

have a p6&it;Li?i^ to continue 



^ ' ' ^' their pr'^s^ht;:^^^ 

/ \/ ^ .uals'^are-aKbi^^^ / , 
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While the pattern here is 'similar to that of the previous 
anaiy-sis^ the "magnitude of the changes is considerably less* 
Psers of off-sit^ and on-site services were only 10% and^6% 
respeictively moxe likely than users of Informational and Btefer- ^ 
ral -services ^ to state that the employer prpvideid services had 
an influence on their decisions to contimie their present 
employment- We can thus conclude that while stibjects felt that 
their employer's child care service had a positive effect on 
their decision to continue employment, this influence was not 
great. * ^ ^ . 

Recommendation of Employer Analysis 

Tf)e* analysis of the effect of child care service on ^the * 
recommendation of one's employer to others was "Conducted on 2 3 
companies; 12 on-sitej 7 off-site; and 4 I&R. The mean ntunber 
of subjects per company was 14-.6. All covariates liste^ on ^ 
pages ,33-35 .were cphtrolled- . ^ ^ 

* Relevant Statistics : 

. pr -<.778 " t - 5.58 df =^ 21 , ^ ' , 

P <.-001 b V -I22r s. = .022 / . ^ 

: .\This partial correlatipn^^s significant at the .001 level, 
indicating .that the degree df child care service provided by an\ 
employer dpes^have a positive influence on employees recommending 
their employer td others. The relative values of the mean resid- 

^uals fpS^each type/df child csire .service are giy^ in Figure 3^ 

" _ In this analysis, the, responses o£-jemplpyees utilising , 
pffrsite/services an^ on-site services did not,jdif^er signifi- . < 
cantiy 'f rom one anptb^- / Sot;h of thesre grpups werj^ 'apprpximately, 
3U% jnore likel;^_ than, information and^ referral employees to 
s^ate that they ,ii^d recjDlm^ their .en^loyer to. others b^d^ause 

of the child care: servi'ce§.\ Jn^ cpnciu?^^^ were ^ore , 

^lii:ely to^ rjecpmm^d their ^e^ to qther^s When: either off-* 

site* or on-site child; caie. se were provided by their, ent-^ , 

pioyer. ■ ;^ " , ■ - ,X . ^ ■ 
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Availability to work- Overtline Analysis 

5*his analysis was based on the subset of subjects for whom 
additional pay for overtime was given/ The effect of day care 
services on the. ability to work overtime was analyzed for 23 
companies. The distribution of companies was: 12 on-site; 
8 of f-jite; , and 3 I&R. The mean ntinber of subjects per company 
was 8*5, however, we chose to include two companies (both I&R) " 
with only four subjects each. All covariates listed on pages 
33-35 were controlled* 

Relevant Statistics : , 

pr = .661 t = 4.04 df « 21 

p < .001 : b .13.4 s = .033 " ^ 

This partial correlation is significant at the". 001 level, 
indicating that -the amount of child care Service provided by an 
employer has a positive effect on an employee's ability to work 
overtime. The" relative values of the miaan residuals for each 
type of child care service "are shown in Eigiire 4. . ' 

As ia the previous .analysis^ the , values for off-site^and 
qnrsite child care did not differ significantly from each other. 
They were both larger than the. value for the information arid ^ 
referral companies^ hpwever.. i^aplpyees of companies provide * 
ing on-^site services .and off-site services were approximately 
40\ more likely to state that they were able to Work overtime - ; 
or odd hour shift^)ti^ca)ase of the services provided by their 
employer. In cqncipisio^i, - employee were "more^ likely to be able ^ 
ta work overtiiaie: or odi^our,..shxfts'i7hen eit^ off-site child ^ 
cAre servicers :6r bri-^sSte child' care services were provided by. 
their employer. ^ 

Acceptance Of PrdnK>tipn\flnalysis , , . x ; '. 

The" analysis' of i3ie ^ieiff^^^ day^ care- servi6e:s on the_v " 

possibiXUty of. acce^ a :prointtOtioh^ 22. companies; 

The ■ dis triJbution^^^ of companies .was: 1,2 qxir^i^eX^'J , of ^-site; 'and 

3. i&R. The mean, number of siibjiedts -per con|)any was. 5i2.' Air ^ 

:V ' ' ^ ^ ' ■ : ' I- -^'^ ^ - - ■ . ■ ■ ^ : ' , . 

covariates listed' ;on page's 33^3 were conjrrolied. 

^' ' : ■ ' ~ ■ ^'-^ . ; " - ^ ^ / ■ - 

■ ,^ ■ ^ ^ ^ ; ■ „ . ■ ' ^ ^ ' - , 
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Relevant Statistics: 



pjo = .279 
p > .10 



t = i.aTd- 

s b = !06O 



s = .046 



This analysis did- not- find a significant relationship be- 
tween type of day care service and acceptance of. promotion* It 
should be noted, that as a result of the, large iJttnber of subjects 
stating that this item was not applicable, this analysis was 
based on ^relatively few siibjects per con^any; Sever^al of the 
cqjfnpanies wea^^p represented by only three eit^loyees. 

Effect on Job. Performance jvnalysis ^ " 

Thfif analysis of the effect of eit^loyer provided child caYe 
service on perceived job performance was conducted on 26 coih^ 
pahies* The distribution of companies was: 12 on-site; 8 off- 
site; and 6 I&H. The inean number of subjects per company was 
lO^O* All covariates listed on pages- 33-35 were controlled. 



Relevant Statistic^: 



df = 24 
's = .045 



pr:= f647 t - 4*14 
. . ■ P < -Opl - t> =^ ■*187 

*■ This partiaU^' correi^ was signif icant at . the .Opl level,: 
iadicating that the\ajhoxmt of chird care services provided by an 
\r eit^ipyer Jhs.^ 'a posi^iv^ effect on perceivedLjob performance* ^ 
; The vatue% fcir "^Si^^^is^ residuals each type of child care 
. :"ciah^4^ Figure SV' ^ . . . J_ 

ortusei^s of off-site child 
\ 'J /:.^a1^ahii oiir^ite^ chrid^^c^ did^not differ sigftificantiy from 
- V^"^^^ w^re 50%,. users of oo" 

I&E; services to^ 

'^J.^.-. / T^%1^^C^^fe -t^^ ppsitivje, in^lu- 

: v--':^{>r;-_ veiS^si;* xin": j^^ ^lil conclusion, empigyees in. 

: . V?. ffoiimanaes .swhicux ptpvid^d „e±ther^ on-site or ,off*site. child qare . 
' ^ mo're^ 1iiK€tXy^th^ those m corroanies which spon* 



"Probability 0.30+ 

. ' - - 
PcTsitive ft r> * 

EfTeat. 

■ ■■■ ;■ ■-■■>: .■o.ooi :.._„..A. ^ .. 

\ ^ I&R off-site on-site 

" ' ■ • . IVp® Service . . 

Figure 5: ^ Effect of Child Care on Job Performance 
- Relative Valuea-of Mean ilesiduals 



Discussion of Analyses of Other Dep^adent Variables ^, 

Three*^leveJL analyse^ v?ere undertaK^r^, f^ six.dependenfe yari 
abies based on, ^employee assessment^ of ' thei^af fect oJT the child 
care service on various, aspectsr-of their worfc^^^^ This 
section is a dij|cussion_of. these analyses* The^^jre suits of the 
anaj,ysis pi tlBe dependent variable absenteeism is . included abpye 

Employers; cpnsidering ijhe institution of a chiid/care 
service ^as an inducement recrUltmKSnt' of will 
have significantly higher pr^ df success if they offer 

some form, of near worksite child care servi<Jei tather th^n an 



inforinatipn arid referral Iti. addition, their recruit- 

ifteht e^/orts will^^^^^^ em- 

^ pi^ees who Used/%h^.;i^^ .child care service " will be 

- ^'moire-likely, ^p re(^it^^4^^ 

>i::W5:il the^ eit^l9^^ an I&R gervicf. Further., • 

usei of !near. wprk^it^^^ 'thaii X&R seryice wilt 

incr-ease^ to iiJceliiipp^^^^^ .t^e'ir tenure/^ . 



Figures- on employee pr.oauctivity are -^not always easy to . 
obtain. Assessment by supervisors has been found to be an un- 
reliable measure (Milkovich,^ 1976)* In this studfy/employees 
were^ asked, not to rate their productivity, but rather their 
assessment of the effect of the child care service on their job 
performance. The findings of this analysis provide strong sup- 
port for the assumption that provision of proximal worksite 
child care rather'than information and referral service posi- 
tively effects employees job performance. Little difference 
was found in this regard between users of on-site and off-site 
services. 

Similarly the ability of an employee" tp work overtime or 
odd hour shifts was significantly higher for users of- either , 
on-site or off-site child care. The value of this will^of 
course be employer specific. However, the willingness and 
ability of its employees to resppnd to less desireable shifts 
or unscheduled labor demands would be likely to have a positive 
effect on an employer/ s level of productivity. 

ANALYSIS OF TERMINATION DATA;- . ^ ^ 

^ ^An 'jan^^aG^ tu^ r^te was computed f or .feme^le users of . 

the child care services in ail companies and hospitals with 
either on-site or bff^site services. It was not possible to 
obtain the needed data to compute this from .employees with I&R 
services nor from the control companies. Turnover rates fpr 
six employees were^ obtained from eight of the employers with 
on-site/and nine of employers with off-site serv^:ces, 
(TA3LE 3) . ^ ' , : V . : ' , ^ \ ■ * ; ' ^ 

For sixteen (94S) employers the annUal turnover -rate for- 
employees ;who used the child, service was lower, often substan- 
tially'^ than the annua^^ empipyeeis .(p^ .001). in 

63% of the companies th^^ foj: jusers .was. less half : 

that Qf the whole qomp^^ in 53% of the companies, the turhoyer 
rate fdr^uaef s 'wa^ zero.- 



TABLE 3 
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER RATES 



On-site Services 


Off-Site Services 


Users 


All Employees 


Users 


All Employees • 


0.0 . 


3.0 


(M)' 


0.0 


9. 8 


(M) 


0,0 


- ii,b 


(H) 


0.0 


10.0 


(M) 




;>1*C7 


(N) 


u • u 


12.0- 


(M) * 


0.0 


12,0 


(H) 


. 0.0 


13.0 


(H) 








5,6 


15,0 


(H)' 


0,0 


13.4 


(H) 


6.2 


15.0 


(H) 


13.2 


15,0 


(H) 


19.4 


^18.3 


(H) 


0.0 


19.5 


(H) 


9.5 


21.4 


(H) 


- 4,8 . 


21,6 


(M) 


33.3 


31.4 


(H) 

* 



M - manufacturing companies n^5 
N - non-manufacturing companies n=2 
H - Health Care Prbviders n=10 • 
P = .001 

. ■ ■ l ' 



The one obvious exception to this' was a health provider 
which had reported a Recent change of management^ low employee 
morale/ and a large r^iunber of recently .terminated employees, 
Not unexpectedly; 'both categories of turnover- rates fox this 
employer were considerably higher than those of other employers. 
It would appear'that any positive effect of this^ employer* s 
child care service on user employees^ jobUstabillty was' null i- 
f iei^ by other- employment ie^ated factors . . . : : ^ . . / 

Discussion . ; V V - 

While these results liave not been determined through experiV. 
mental, methods/ the prpdess used to cQlleqt the data and compute 
the turnover- raWs are CO with those us^qt to .establish 

national norms > fh^ cpns^istent pattern of marked^ reductioi^ in 
turnover rates stirpngly supports the claim .that worksite or 
near worksite: ^ehilfi care Jr^as. ;a ppsiitive effect on employee. . 



stability. This conclusion is further supported by th'e findings 
reported above of the effect of chil<a care service on /employees' 
decisi6ns to continue employment-. 

The cost- savings resulting from a reduction in t:urnover 
i^ate will be employer specific. Computation of these wguld need 



to take into cq'nsideration the employer's recruitnierj)t^o s t s / 
new^ hire costs > new employee training costs ^ and the number of 
employees affected by the child care service. The^e all differ 
for each employer.. While it is beyond the scope of this report 
to compute these, it ^is apparent that an employer /can realize 
reduced personnel costs as a direct result of providing a near 
worksite child care servitfe. - . ^ 

SUPPLEMENJAL 'ANALXSES^ 

Covariate analyses were conducted to ascertain the possi- 
bility of Irelationships between selected employee char act e^^is*- 
tics and t}ie dependent variable absenteeism. An analysis of; 
the income level of user employees aaSd absenteeism did not find 
,a sigriifican-fe relationship. Nor did a similar analysis of 
singlet adult versus multiple adult families and absenteeism. 

Employees were asked jtfhetlier the availability of the child 
care service enabled' them to shorten their maternity leave. A 
nec^ssaxy condition for a possible affirmative response was the 
provision of infant care by the. employer and there was some ^ 
evidence of ambiguity . in respondents distinction between "ho" 
and "not applicable" answers. Slightly more than 20% of the 
respondents repp^ted that their employeris child care service ^ 
enabled them to return to work .^arlier following delivery. No 
further analysis pf the data was undertaken* The numerical 
responses to this. item were; \ , 

On-site .tfsers {n=il42) 
Ofirsite Users, ;.(ri=96) 
I fi ,R Users i {n=66) 
Total . in-364) 



Yes 


No 


NA 


29 


33^ 


80 


28 


■21 


- 47 


-1 


18 


, 41 


.64 


72 


168 



Crosjs tabulations were undertaken of different (dependent 
variables with selected characteristics of the employees who used 
either on-site or off^site child care. No relationship was 
found between jiumber of adults in the family and the dependent 
variable "did the child care service influence decision to con^ 
tinue employment". Similarly no relationship was dete^inea 
between number of adults in> the family and *'aid the child care 

infl uence decision to accept employment" , Nor was^dne shown 

between number of adults in. the family and employees* assessment 
of the effect of tWe child care on their job perform^ce. 

Cross tabulations of selected bharacteristics of the child 
c^e services themselves with different dependent variables had 
similar outcomes, Einployees with annual family incomes below 
$26/000 using below market cost child care services were no more 
likely to respond that the availability of the child pare ser- 
vice influenced their decision to continue employment than were 
those with incomes above ,$26/000, Similarly there was no ,rela^ 
tionship demonstrated between the child care serving or npt 
serving infants and toddlers and the users ev.er having recom- 
mended their employer to others because of the child care service. 

Discussion ^ - . 

Based^ on the optional comments of employees (reported below) 
and the significant relationships found for t^e dependent vari- 



ables , (reported above) / several supplemental analyses were under- 
taken, Einpioyee comments on single parenthood suggested the "'^ 
possibility of a ^relationship between this factor and various 
dependent variables. Similarly/ employee comments, on the cost 
of. child care and oh the value of infant care indicatefd the 
existence of additional relatlonsiiips,. None were found, 

EMPLOYEE comments; " V* ; ^ 

" . Of the 311 qu€?stionnaires received, 301 of thejn 'included 
an additional sWeet with thei heading ^'Is there ,anytl>ing else 
you'd like to addi'? for optional remarks^ Comments were .pro-, 
vlded by 161 of the respondjSes,. a response rate of fifty-three 
percent; \ ; . . / 



-Of those providing additional corninfe"ffts"-nK>re~than-eighty. 

percent were of a positive nature although approximately one- 
fourth of these -included qualifying statements , These favorable 
comments most frequently mentioned the*Jiigh qjjAlity of the child 
care services. The range of skills their child had learned was 
highlighted by many, as was the progress made in many social/ 
emotional areas. A number of the mothers favorably compared 
their current employer supported child care service with other 
child care programs they *h ad previously used, They^ remarked 
on the welL planned programs^and the value of a consxs-bent, 
reliable service which some-had not experienced in prior used 
day care, , * 

Many respondents related that having their child nearby 
while they worked was very comforting and extrem^y valuable to 
them. Specifically voiced was the real inportance and pleasure 
of being able to continue to breast feed one's^ child whep ' i 
utilizing a worksite^^center. The. proximity of the^i^r child wAs 
elaborated by mothers as stress ^d anxiety reducing, parti-- 
cularly in regard. to .bein^ nearby should the child become ill 
or irijiiredt Many specified the enjoyment they received by 
being able to spend time with their child during lunch or breaks. 
Some subjects fell* that the child care5^service was the mpst 
important benefi% that their company provided and indicated a 
real^ride ^n working fpjr an employer with such values and.. > 
priorities. . . , - ' , ' * 

A number of respondents stated that the child care service 
f>rovided by their^e^igpl a major reason or sometimes the 

main reason f'qr their cpntinxifed emjplpyment,/ Mention was mad^ 
of rejecting higher^iying- positions due to the necessity of 
having, to ^forfeit; this ^child care? benefit. . Those respondents 
that either qualified tjieir ^positive remai;ks ' (20,%) br provided^ 
wholly negative comments (18%), mentione<a the; jigrdship of child ^ 
care costs > the limitatipii . of services , popr qua;lity service ^ 
lOr the dissife for. chiid^ care located, at, their worksite* 

Of those unhappy with the actually specified 



they planned to remove their child from the progratn^due to the 
^hardship of the finances, 'Other comment^s highli^nted the notion 
tijat the cost should be reduced if the employe^ had two children 
utilizing the child care program or that an ^^ployee should not j 
have to pay for full-time use of the prd3|r^ if her child only // 
attended part-time. Others felt that ccjs;fe shoul^ be subsidized 
'for lowers-income employees, * ■ / , / \ ^ 

Dissatisfaction with the" service often was a result of the 
houi;s of operation of the'' child care ^^^rvice. Mostly these ■ ' 
comments were from hospital employees who worked rotating shifts* 
but the child care operated only^ daytime hours, OtHers noted; 
the lack of a full-time kindergarten or the need for after school 
care. 

Proportionately and numerically, more negative comments 
were received frdm users of information and referral servi^ces v 
than from users of the other child care services, A n>m^er of 
I&R users mentioned the very limited . benefit of this typ^o^ 
en^^ioyer assistance and voiceii a desire €Kat their company- priK^ 
vide an atitual child care program. Others noted that tl)e I&R/^ ^ 
service .was ineffective ^n helping meet their child cars jieeds; 

Discussion ■ ' ' T ■ • \» 

The unsolicited testimony of satisfied users of one*s' ^ 
services is standard 'marketing technique. As such, the com- 
meht&^oltinteered^byl..usjer employees provide strong substantia- 
tion of the view that access to child care prbximal to^he 
worksite is a highly *valued benefit. The conflicts dnd anxieties 
experienced by working\^,thers as to their children *s care 
have been well reported, / In oDntrast, study respondents 
repeatedly took the opportunity to express appapeciation and > 
gratitude that their emp],pxer. Ijad rel^ieved ^em of these worries. 
In an extension of this, several respondents described at 
length ^thMooaitiye effects Attendance at the child care center 
had on their ciiild, ^ * , 



^itV^s woEith nQti3i5 that negative cofitofiht^ amcftig usiers of' 




J .^lirast llevei:;did these etriploye^s exprej^g riis!fiat-i a-Far-H^pn '^wijftij"- A 
th?^ dhUld its^elf. ^mploy^s who,, used information ^^nd;?r '\ ^\ 

referral services '■^as ^ a rwle <iid not l>ave as positive f eeiinqrff^'\f \ ; . * 
' ^ about the service or al?out, their ei^iplpyj&r for EJ^royidin^ it^. ^ 
/'(^elected ^n^loye^ comments can* be founa in Appendix K.) , * # 
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IV. IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMATION 

This study has. t>rovided long awaited data on some of the-^ 
effects of emplpyfef. supported child care seryicea; This infpr- ' 
niatlon is based pn an aiialysis, of one year of attendance data, 
for approximately 800 female "employees and oh questionnaire re- 
sponses of . over 300 womsn^'whd us^d their eiupj^oyers* child care 
support systems. , Spme conclusion's can clearly be drawn from the 
analysis of the -data which will be useful both to those currently 
entrenched in the corporate child care field and those pursuing 
entrance into the area. Several factors, however, indicate a 
degree of caution should be exetcised in -interpreting study * 

findings. ^ ^ * f . ' ' ? 

' * „ ■ ^ -.--^^ ^ 

The scope of this project limited' solicitation of eligible 
companies and hospi'^als to those In the midvfestern and north- . ; ^ 
eastern sta;tfes. With -tlje exce^)tion of ^ very few hospitals, all 
, employers within tdie target states wh^^ch sxipplDrted an on-site , \ 
^child care' service were asjced . to participate in the study. And 
<all the seemingly .eligible^ employers operating either off-site ^ , 
or .ihfoirmation and referra,! j^rograms wete solicited. Within ... 
^^^^*^^^^^e geographic cpnst;r,^i^^ pajcticipatingi/in.this 
- Study wer^ seli sfeiected*; ^ . - - - ^ ^ ^ 

As has; B-gen>-^6ted earllej^^^ report,, many companies* h&d . 

' to be eliminated from the atudy^'dtie to inadequate riimibers of: ^^^.-^^ 
\ ^dntiiyadus femaile \uset>^ tod.bec^^ the- slnarll . mli^ of' ; 

eligible subjects in sa<ne ^articipatiiitg ooirtpanie^, certain "analy- 
' ^ ses were restricted '45f not possible* /DeSp^ite ..these, fcaveats,./ 

this' st^ay r^presSnts^^ ... ' 

.o^^the, effects of /employer sbonsore<a, ,child^ care, services* on the/ 
/ ^.behaviorsu^^of/emp^ - r - - X v t: .^-^-^^ 



belr'tain £%ding4[o.f ,irtfpa4;jt on- -Vid^'y' ppblicized 
claims *pf ;p^ the^^^oi^ pf ^ busirjifess^ in pro- 

viding dhil iseptxo^s^ 
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fitidlngs of^ tdiis study, haiifely the .effepts of different emplb^er ^ 
. supported civild caice services on: absenteeism, . recruitment, 

turnover, employee inbralei and productivity. " ^ ^ ^ 

Absenteeism - , ■ \ ^ . . . . ' , 

* - ^Orie .oF the,key fatitoys analyzed, by this study was the effect- 
of employer supported child cate on'^ employee * s absenteeism* As . 
a result of gathering year long attendance data on three hundred 
and* eleven ^us^rs of these-^.child care services and conqparing this 
data both T&ith internal non-users and with potential users in 
companies^ not curxent^ providing child care^ the findings do not 
indicate that absenteeism is significantly affected* In fact, " 
based on this analysis, no conclusions cSxi be drawn as to the 
relationship between absenteeism and type of child care service. * 

'Speculation on the .reasons for this* lack of impact include^ 
th^ fact that many itiothers are absent front' work when their child 
' is sick irrespective of tHe type of child care being used^,^ Since 
few bhild cai^e-;arrangeiQents include* care pf_sick chdldren/i if 
a ,child"Jbecomes illVwSiat pptions do,fes the parent have for care 
of the cliild? Iri.the pa^t wopjein were much more likely to have 

' . . \^ : . : ■ ' ^ ^ ■- ^ . ■ ' ^ > 

^'xtfended family nearby who could provide .vairious- ^pes of assist 

- y- ' . ' ' . . \ ':- , ' " ' 

tance ■fo;fc a;mdther who coirf>ined=;,the roles of work and parenthood. 

. , Th"e%e da^fs' it is inore -common, fo^ w6men ''tp/live' a^ 
. \ ' - * " " ^ " ~' ^'^ 

' family^ or for other, family inembers. to b;fe working^ There are rmore 

single jRojthetsjwhiich^ mean not .only Kusjbahds but in^Sw, re- ; 

■lativeSv-ar% ndt availablet^. — - ^ ■ ^ . . - \ ' 

'^^The^d^a -onkie^ fixrthg?: /qlbuded "b^ - / , 

varia^fions &iid inconsistencies in -^pioy^r xecorda' of employed ' - / 
absences » ^^fEhe_"uSe o^- retroactive data .pi;0Vi^ed no oppoj^^ 
* "'fqr: classifyihjg da^^ qther Uiari; as x^cor^e6: bV^^lAe, enqE>loy . A^ 
longitudinal -st^ the idgriCE^ification^ df ' 

''feaspn:_f^r"eack absence Vc<^^ gossii^y ,c^^ 

f<>B thiX* , BU;t be 'gf f sel^^ , 

hjy the^^cpnf qimdbr^ e^iQctrs of ^ emp^Joyise and svipervrspxy .^eh^iti*, . , , 
vity to- a ^6rQtiriy,^6"fr^abs^%ee^^^^ - , . > 
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^ Although the (results, of this study do not settle ths iss\^ 
it appears unlikely that, with the large nuinber of uncontrollable 
variables and--iihe relatively smalt proportion of the workforce 
af fectedv & statistical relationship can be _deinonsJtra}:ed between 
absenteeism and employers providing child care service's. While^ , 
seemingly realistic, this conelusipn may not be easily accepted 
bythos^ who have long ^touted a reduction in absenteeism as a 
ra^tional^e for employer supported child care services* And yet 
not all proponents of corporate-unvolveroent have expected absen-- 
teeism to be affected* " A number of corporations currently sup- 
porting childtrare seryices have specifically npt included changes 
in -absenteeism among their expected benefits. Continued insis- 
tence on unrealizable or, at best, unsubstantiated benefits' can 
only hinder the proliferation of employer supported child care. 

' ^dJruitment - . • 

An expectation frequentj,y, voiced by employers initiating a , 
child care se^ica^s that it will posttiveiy affect their re- 
cruitment: efforts. The findings, of^ivis study provide strong 
corroboration of this expectation^ ^A signif^ant^ nurobier of em-. 
, ployees responded that the a^a£^ab;±l±t^ o£ t^ hear worksite 
child care service was a factor iii their acceptance of eniploy- 

^ ' A^ , - . > > ' ^ " ' 

ment. For c<impanies which con^ete within a ^ght labor market 
the iiF5)iicatiGns Qf thtesfe findings ajre obvi03i^ Not only will 
support for a'^chiiS care SQryicfe &ihahce the likelihood that 

r employees withVo.nng cbilidr it als^o 

' increases ^e lij^^^^dod *ha|^f once .eiE5>lpyed, €heyl \^ilt ^encourage 

. ' theij^-;peers; W ^ -\ '/ ; 



-issfc ^e findings of this, s.tiidy ill^istrate that^ifhen employers^ 
slponsor ^eit^er ^ahi^pn-^site lor an pff-^sita child_^^ - : 

the^r empl(5yees ^ t^l^o^P pccu^^ Iii ^ 

mqice^than^^half oqmpam^jes\an^ ejn^lpyfees * 

utilizing the .6ngE>idyer supported ciiiid ckre Iservifee yas^jreduced. 
i:o-:^ro; In ^sey^eral other^ it was I#es^s than, fifty Bpx^ent 
df'jbhe company/ turSPYer,rat^ /' . ' ' . 
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th" adSitioO/ a statistical" relationship was found between 
eiDplpye^ reports of the ef^^ect of child care on continued eroploy-^^ 
and thei type of chil^ care provided* These, results strongiy 



.^^^^^^^edueed turnover fiiidings. Also, cqinments provided- 
by so^f ^^"^^^^^ 



to. 



k^s(pG£^^j^r^ reflected a very conscious- decision, t 
remain witli^J:He4i£ to maintain the' child cate^ 

benefit,'' higher- w 



^Qjsijiipns/^w^re even declined by some 
sin,cjB child cai^e wa^^Spt^^^^sSprfi^^-i^^ other employer"^ ' 



should be noted th^^ this is'"iiot "^e^^se^wh^ the employer opl^ 
"supports an information and ref^::r:^^^erid:ce,\^- ^ 

Employee Morale and Attitudes ' ^ . ^ 

The recipients of corporate supported child ca^^"^o parti^ 
cxpated in this study have given anqple testljnony as to how these ^ 
services have" impacted on their attitudes toward work arid their . 
empJ^5J:ei:t ^he.y clearly experience mote positive, feelings toward 
thei5r;c6nipany in two, areas; firsfe, Uiey *terid to be .sp.ecific^lly / 
grat^ui^Ht^ firm is assisting, in ineefcing theii;^ child bare . 

needS7;ra^. se^^Dhj^y, they vieW^ their .employer as hmti^xstia an^ ■ 
coimoltfeH to -people nSedsr''-The fulfillment Vof child'-care needs", 
in a sa^is'factbrY mannef^^ease.s the guilt femal^)einpli>^^ offe^.^^ 
have about 'wirkin^V greiitly -^edu^es concerns, about cHfldren^s^ 
welfare, and asC'S^^ifesuLt; s^llo iroris effectively^, 

and productiyelyt^ Hfeei^^ woSSe^^ working based oii\ financial / 
need or self-fulfillinj&nt t^sdns"^ conc6rri':fQr ""the' iteli-b^^ \ 
of tiieir childreh^ durip^^ hours i.s. 6^ parampui>fe_,i^ 

Since employer aissiktimce bf^ p^J^gHLd^g^va 
child C2tre ' - _ . - ^ . * ^ . 

financiaL 



These- ^inpl6y«: 33Qi5^jE^artt^ 
ployees alsensi^tiw^ai^^ 
jiize "thesey^aft 




'niqiies f&r Jthe, measurement of emj^loyee outpujfc vary frpm business 
to business* . Despite diversity in approaches, most employers 
would cojiside'r employee stability a key f actgr"' in the firm's .pro- 
ductipn levels* ' Similarly, most would consider production posi- 
tively^ impa^cted by employees who are committed tb their job and 
. who. h^ve positive feelings tpWard the company* 

The results of this study demonstrate a strong relationship 
between a near worksijie child, bare service and the employment 
— longevity o^, the employees wrfq use that service* ^tudy findings 
show that the availability of the child care service positively 
aff^cts:..accepj;ance and cbntinuance of employinent* They also 
(^monstrate that: for a significant hqmber of employees a positive 
relationship exists between th^'^diild care service and their 
perceived job performance^ " 

And whil^ not the result of^ statistical analysis/ the volun-* 
tarily supplied coiranents by .many o^ the. respondents testify to 

. the positive iippact aii BU?>loyer supp0rte4 child care service, can 
h^ve on employee iraa^ale and attitud^^ Xlonyei^sipn of these kinds 
of employee .attitudes into increas^, produbtivity is a .logical 

"^sii^jposil^ion* It wili, hgwev^r, remaiiv .the prerogative of the 
employer to place a value,;on the jr'elatipn^fiip^ between impr.oved 

..eiqployeie morale an;d production figures* " ■ : I v :s 



What is how needed is a deiiK^nstratipn of.^^howV^tu findings ', 

^^can be. translated iftto actual cost reductions^.^jin corporation ^ 

... \ .\ iSfecpr<iiug ;ta .Saridr^" Bvirua (BNA,' l^^i^.i P* .^7) d^ltjarctdr, of: the - ^ 

: ^^y .". ^^*^fei^^ few firms have 

. .. V/T^ojae pds^ ainalyses, of tlielr own chiid care support pror^ 

i^^V"-*— -^^r^ys*^ fl^"is uhfo coi(^5mies are ,nofc pri^ t^ - 

/ / their jgos it ive effects* "it, can bfe^ a^sumed^that . " 

"^rr ' v^i 3othe£^ efSipibyers' would be to iiiitiate .a child care 

-^^^^ V" ^''^^^^'< ' : ^ . . \ ~ ' 

" ^ * . assistah^dfe^i^prdgram they p0uld .anticipate actpal. cost benefits,* = 



' I]^adjdiiS*Snr^ specific 'conclusions formulated, the 

" study- raises othWr ateas of consideration aiiid potential futfe^^e^ ' . ,^ 
r:researcii^ issMe^^ Thre%p;f -these' are ^^e^^ in the ^ -''^ .7- ' 



' "following aections:^ -^J-P^^*^'-! . ■ ■ 

J • The impact of -inf6"innation and Sceferral ^services! 

The y^ibpa limitations- in the^use. or availability of 
^ .child^jcai^e 'S^r^ . ■ 

• The re ration ship between the provision of child care 
. services and "the puJDlixt 'iinage^^ ... 

The_ Impact b^^nformafcidn -and'Referral Services . 

it is Widely recbgria^a^d.\that working parents have dif- 

ficulty , locatitig^ approeHa^^\satisf^^ care. In the 

paWmany^of thes% patents ftav^^^ resojurce for obtaining 

assistanbe^ith this diB^quityr,^ creation of the child care 

information. aixd\referral 'siervicqs^^^ these 
frusjtfafeions. " Each Ifi4^rogram is:: unique in its structure, 
oper'at^fbli^.^fl sg^e<^£fip'"seryil^s^^ -Soine iherely offer ob- 

jective information oh "cMid^^are ava^iaabi^^^^ pro-. . ^^--'-^^ 

vide qualitative^ "^remarks ^but^ services. Som^. mai^tafer:stati^tics 
only <^__j|>artiscMlar_^^t^ 

servjLsf;^;^^ of 
adeqi^^^og^^fyl^ chil^ - ; 

care s^^£¥^t6;^i>,^^^ . ^ ] 

ixsting^,' 'l&hii^^^ - 

' \ *-Tlife Wiae <3iVel?si^^'" complicates any^atr - 

^^te^ipts. to ass,dss^\jEhe e£fectivfen#s^ pf X&ft: services. In :concep^tf,,\\^ 
tlie sei^vi/dfes, cieari^y. serve' a:^very v^^ ^ - - 

hpwevqr, ^11 -are-Ti^^ nee ds. .p:^^^^!^^^^^^i^* ^ nim-^ . . ;^ 

^faer of I&R userfe. noted l^at th^. ,fc€6]clh^d^ 
was not helgfui to "fch^^^^^^j&pi^^^ bhi^^;i;a^^ 
parents, for exai5^#yi|?^;^^^^_i1^^^^ p^¥:e vbiat^flfe^ 

cSBtactid. 



V 




" ' ' 'l^at -(jniy- supp^^ referral service^ for their 



^ " •empioyees^ .^hbuia"^^ !.art seRar^te -5ateso4^^ 



,^^xpia^ tJios^^^ work-f 




7. 



C'eigl^trely ^tif^ferent caliber. " I&R has: intact on offsetting 
employee 's^j^Hild care ^pstis/ ar^ct more in^ortantly, has no impact 
on the existitig :shortage bf.^ch^ services. In addition, a 

corpbirataori gairria no managerial fe^efits from this service; 
-longeiyity of emplb^^'^fe^ ^ hbt affected,^ recruitment is not im^v 

^proved, and morale^dpes not noticeably change*. ^ 

^ -While, the I&R services, are intrinsically worthT^/hile and^ful 
^fiir an iifipd^tapt Tfim in th^ conimmiities they serve, they 

are. truly v^iH^;i£^'^^ the pthe? pieces; 

Those emp]!.p,y,ers^u^^ and referral service ^ 

hiave been able^t5 atfend to^the tshild care issue at minimum cost 
. to fclie firm. ; y It important to view these activities within 
tHe p&rsj^^ctive -of J:he total continuum of child care issues and 
needs- - In^a-^e;cent analysis of industry^sponsored child care 
LaMarre and Thompson (1984) state that the increased interest 
,fi^industry in I&R. services "...is at best a Band-Aid solution 
\tp th^' bigger ptqblem the lacK of existing day care slots for 
current demand levels^and future predictions of demand; (p.; 64)." 
If the ch^^: car#, ne^^ are to be satis- 

fied, advanced inu^^VecHitl^ ^to ^be iii^a^!;;^ii^^ the nuirlDer 



pf srlots^ ain ih de^c^easUng^^ 



It is a ^^^^^m 0;f ten stated by prSi&in^si^fcis of employer s^- 
■porte-d. child care that parents .shoUld':l>^jTOl^ ^ 
'3preferred?^-model of child carQ. GommenS^^^t stud^ir=^^ 



respondents-.indicat^Tthi^^ is^^t alw^^^^-^Qlji^ e 
ployer cphtracis^wjrth ext^lnal^.pfp^^ 




Jiioyees, Others empiayees;* padrticularlv S^^i^^ fami- 
iiesv srjjmoatimes ^ftave^^to dirsdontin^ie vsiha[^ th^S^^ service 
-bet&asS^'^^:;COBX i|act;or&i\^^Px^ignle>tl7-'ith^^ day ;ca-£^£-§S^ does . 

..... ' 

ntf*^^.aL<?^;j5i0:^ Pt;^saigQ3U:^^^"::cM^^^ not 




Solutions to these issues are not readily apparent; nor 
should statement of t^hem be seen as critical of employers who 
offer child care services, Yet^if employers are truly to have 
an impact in this field, consideration needs to be given to 
providing services which match employee needs* 

Public Image Issue ' , . 

Aside from persoririei eifects, one of the perceived benefits 
to an employer in return for support of a child care service is 
an enhanced public image. Media attention to the issue of em^ 
ployer supported child care has developed what aMjunts to a' folk 
history of companies who have pioneered in this tikld^ However, 
in researching these firms for possible inclusiOT this study, 
a number which had received notable public att^tion for their 
child care involvement/ on closer examinatxon^ revealed that an 
extrem&ly small percentage of their employees were actually bene- 
fiting frbxa the serv^es. In fact, in some'^cases. this number 
was miniscule in relation to the total number of employees. Yet 
the public relations effect of their corporate child *car.e invest- 
ment has been quite substantial. V " 

Similarly, some firms ^h at have contracted with external. 
proyi<3!ers for child care havfe, expended very limited .ainoimts df 
mpney to acquire those services. Irrespective of,. the child <^are 
cdsts^ most of these einpioyers have b^en receiving piiblic^ 
notoriety and an enhanced public image for their donnnitment to 
child .care for th$ir employees , in pther,"cases almost the 

reverse si^u^tioii exists • There ^re cqmpai^ies arid hospitals 
ich, while serving relatively large percentages of their em- 
dye^s, have received Ixttle public notice for fcheir child care 
service* . Thi6 results in a sjcgwed effect ori developing a clear . 
pictjare the exteni: pf einplpyer supported chilfi care and of 
the l^egreq .of supp^ is receiving, fi^ the. corporate world/ 

: - Emplpyer$^, desiri^ tx> provide ^s^ fpr. child care sBrr^, 
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allow employer^parents more flexible work arrangements to estab" 
lishing and operating a worksite day care center. Many of these, 
while indicative of humanistic concerns of management, have not 
been shown to ejEfect' employer personnel costs,' Findings of this 
study support tHe hypothesis that provision of on-site or off- 
site chi,id care services can result in significant cost reduction 
benefits for the employer, ^ 

. The availability^ of child care has notably not kept pace with 
the increased need for child ca2;e. Many support the notion that 

' employers have a role to plW in helping to fill this gap. This 
study provides some clear evidence that employers* involvement in, 
child care caji have a clear dual benefit, ,Their support can^help 
families as it creates new child care spaces and/or reduces the 
employee costs for those spaces. At the same time these efforts 
can provide the company with cost afid efficiency savirigs^ by re-* 
ducing employee 'personnel costs, A future research effort that 

^would greatly supplement these conclusions would involve deter- 
mining the actual monetary savings to categories of employers 
based on increased employee x;^tpntion. 

When considering child care in the United States, it seems 
necessary to review and understand the role of the government/ 
boj:h currently and potentially in these activities, On^means 
by which the field of employer supported child care has received 
clear-cut support from the government is through implementation 
of Various tax incentives* This mess«pe from thie public sector 
reflects a comittitnient ta both^l^ployers and employees in devel- 
^oping ways to support f.ami^y needs>' Pragmaticallj^the govern- 
ment has demon^^strated this cQmmitfcent through initiation of child 
care services for some of its- own employeies, - t 

Up to nbw^ the federal government has^ demojhstrated its will- 
^ingness to generate information on the state of| the art of employe 
involvement . in child care. This has .included, fi^ndirig the NaJ^ioijal 
Employer Sup^^ted child Care Project, ,lJiis stu^y and a variety 
of other actip^ities. The. government is to-be commended for these 
- efforts^ and pji its insight xntq the need for public/ private part- 
nerships, ' Future" advanceiijents in the field S^ll, for the contin- . 



uation of these public supports in conjunction with private and 
voluntary contributions* 

As an example, the list prepared by the. National Employer- 
Supported Child. Gare Pjrojeat, published in 1982, is already out 
of date* This listing of mo^t companies in the country providing 
a form of child care service for its employees is useful to many 
activists in this field* Employers considering initiating a 
service can refer to the list to locate currently involved firms 
in their labor market or geographic ^rea* ^It is hoped that a 
way will be found to accomplish revision of this listing* 

Clearly, the government ^has also identif ited^ it has ^ role 
in disseminating information on the realm corporate child 
ca^re^ The Office of Private Sedtor Initiatives, particularly, 
has been actively engaged in the spread of information as have 
other grou^JS and\agencie?* To have the far. reaching impact * 
desired by all* proponents of corporate child care, disgemiriation 
of these sturdy findings must extend beyond what^can be accomp-' 
lished through the project itself* It is desired and antici- 
patad that various governmental groups will continue. to play a 
, i;<^le in dissemination and consequently will help in accomp- ^ - 
lishing . this* ' _ - ^ . • 

, . In recent years interest and investment in corporate, child 
care^have expanded* Both^ the federal governjnent and otKer insti- 
"\_^t)Litions are fast becoming storehouses ^extensive materials on . 
employerr-support^d child care* There is. as yet no easy way to 
locate much j^f this .material* Perhaps a system c?in bis developed 
w^iereby ^intefe^^te^ parties could bbtlT be made aware of the Ipcar- . 
tion of and th^ m^aris pf obtaining desired information* * \ 
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IjVPPENDIX A 



i 



SUPPLEMEflTAL INFORMATION ON CHILD ICARE 
. SERVICES SPONSORED BY EMPLOYERS ' 



'■■ • ■ ; . ' ■■■4 



81^ 



Niis^"'---'^'^ -^^'-"^^^^^^^^ ^- ■ ........... 



. < 2 Years 
. ' 2-5 Years 
> 5 Years 



No. of ygaTs Service Ha5 Operated ; " 
Prior to Beginning' of Study Year^^ .^"' ■ -^jj 



7 

1 <• 

4- ■ 



(n=29). 
On-site* ' Of f-Site** 



2 
4 

3: 



I&R 
8 



I: 



► Range: 5 months ^ 37 Years 
** Range:* 2 months 10 Years 



Employee Costs f or ^hiid Care Services 



4, 



Fees oogiparable to 
, coininunity * . y 

Reduced fees for all 

Reduced- fees b^;5i&d drt^^ h 
employee incoffie. .* t- 



on-site . Off- Site 
(n=12) . - ,(p=9),. / 



•: i&R 

' .(n=8) 



2 

6. 




Nq^ charge 



Irifoigmatiori :on 'funding 



Start up f undijig :by: emplpy^^ 



Yes 

No:-;: 



n=X9 



Oh , going rsupp.ortiVby ^^^.r^^^^j * ■ 



^ ^ ' ^ ^^^^ ' ^^-^V* 



No : 



H^i'^ -^>^n' '^^I^ 



Characteristics of i&R*Services 
.(n=8) ■ '.. 



Contractual, arrangements 

Employeai ha^ PPnfc^acjtiWith I & R service: 
' " Employer haSyaigreeme^^ with I &i^R\service: 
. - Employer opera't^^d entire^ program: 

^ ^ Employee cAxiriseliixg , . " * : . . 

Coi^seling .provided by I & R seiryice^: - 
Coms^eling-px^ovided by^ employ^±z ^ 



=6 
■2 
■6 



11= 



Owners hi p/Opegra ting Reispbnsibility.of Service * 



',On-Site.^" Off-Site 



^1 ^. 



^ . JEinplbyei^ ■ i^*^ 



operated n ^rpceiX_:picwidfe^r = 



■ Eifipldyer pwhe'd/ektSim^iij^:^^ 
-v ppjeratWd ^.^^^^ 



> . . -^.v ; -; Extex^^ai^d^.vpwned/^ex^ ■ - . 

.J": "op'e^'rated-'^'iockl .pfovidefV . -i •» 

^ V Externally ^owieij/exfeerhai^^ \ 
V * V bp^rat^d ji^t"i;on^^ prpVl^der > 



1** 

If 



2** 



0 



r^ah.*- 



A. 



•71- 



Characteristics of On-slt;^ an4 O^f-slte 

Child: Care :Services tn=20.) * ^ / 



Location of cfiild.cajre services : 

within worksite: n=s4 

"less than one;,blcfcIc from worksite: ^ n^8 

^ • one mile or less from worksite: 



more* than' one' mile from, worksite ; " ' n=3 



^Single vs. multiple, site services ; 

single site services;.- n=18 
. multiple site service_s; ' '. - n=2 



f* - 



Nuitib^y of employees served ; 



4- 



less tfian 50: , ■ . , V . : li=jf , _ , * 

50 r:<JLaO: ^ " ^ ' ^' '\ n^T 

100 or more^ ' . ^ . ^ * > 



Child^Gare sei^fce serves "emp£<l^^ only ; ' * , 

Yest.-f , , . ' ^ ^ - ' ^ n=5 

No: - / ^ - ' - '^X- ^ . - 



Waiting.list fpr chxld^-care service : f 
^ ■ . .Yes: - V . ; ^ . ^ - . h^4 ' 



- '-.No; ■ . - . :^ ,:^>:ii=*6-^!" . . __ , '''•■^1 



rr . " ^ - ■ - ^ ^ * , / 
-^ ^ ■ [ ' ' ^ ^ \ . . ^ 

^ Capacity of child care centers^ ; jf^ „ - 

y' . / - center^ served less than 100 children; ^ii-l:2 " 

- center served 100 to 200 children: - n=ff 



^-^^ ceriter served inore thto 200 childrCT; . . 



^ :- r _ ^ 



'5"^eek'aays; ^ ^ _ r^^IS^ 

5 week_days pl iis" Saturday*: ^ n~2 

— S^:5Jeek^-3ays^lEifit§,^^ and^ Sunday: ■ n-3 " 



Hours ^cxg operat-io^ :- - 




^ " 18 r .24 hours ..per' day: . ■ n^S ' ' * ^ f 



GroupsVoi£=cl>rid3:eh -se^eat 



7 



less' thim pne5y#3Cr-o^^ — " " '"^^r'n=16 V 

ohe^ to tv^-^years^oI3: " . : y -i n^lS V- 



" ^ ..-two- to .f ive-^ears-dldi " . ' ■ n=*20- ^ - t — -Z^' 



. aftex^^cte^ol- "car^^ - ft^r school "f^ - ; , ^M '^n 

: ^ge^:cHi4ctren^:---^^:^i^ 





^ -" ST'dpy MANUAL 



Si&U(3i^ of . 
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^^^r^""^^^^^ obtaining data on individual employees from four 



Jbategories pf companies: 



-v'El Those providing on-siljte^^^ild care service. 
: \E2'-^^/Thojse providing off-site, suibsidized child care service 
. ".j^- \^?Dhose prwiding information and referral ^ 



. E«,J^ControI^grGupr-?^^ provide any 

" v'^j^ c^j: . services^, at this time. \^ 



j^^t^y^ilt. systematically select twcLgroups bf "employees ' 
V^fe^feach company - users and non-users of the child 



■y - ' " care- servicejs. 

:7.^J7^^^^2i^^ groups wiil be of equa 

l^t^-^-V-^^^^ ".and across .companies. 



within companies 



-"^^ of companies, will be^selected in eAch 



categQrJs-.- \ 




3::red. 4?siSP? with .ten companies in ; each, ca^ 
"-^-^'^^^ ih^^e^bri l^j^up'Jis^' sl^ ^ 



m^y liavf , to- us^e £^er ^dOmp^nies and 



^^^^ 






Control/Experimental 
* Group 4 
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Selection of> Subject Employees 

We will be gathering data on two groups of employees of parti- 
cipating firms which sponsor child care services:' e^iployees who 
\^^; / use the child care service ( user employees ) ; and eriployeeiS who do 
\nat use the services ( non-user employees ) . The members of each 
/ group will be selected at random from a pool of employee's who meet 
bert^in criteria (See pool of user employees and pool of non-user 
eijiplo^,efis ) V J « ' 



■^V' V;--" •.■■AT 

1^ -^V^K ^^t^^j* 2i Obtain list of all employees^ using the^child care 

" '-^ ' ' ^ services at the , end of the study year. * 

I^dentlfy and eliminate everyone npt on both lists. 
i^'Siab step of this step will be to identify all 
1:e3^iilated employees pa the first list.* See * 
Tetifiinat^^^ " * ^ ."V/; 

^'den^g^^^^aii^^ male usfer^..,. >^ 



^D^^eduy^^s for defining the pool of user employees ; 

^Step Ir Obtain list of all einployees who were using the child 
care services at the beginning of the study year.*. 




5^i)^w ;EraL^ popl p| user employees^ 

ntervai . : 



with information and referral services 
ushers " but the^I & r service does 
,}c^eg;jfeeb^^ thi|:;;case a list of names of users froni: 

^ : e>bh^^^ .w^ll /be:;0^^ained.;from tber; I & R Service arid \v 

' /JbHe" sample drawn*/ 'Tli^^ q^^ cpnsent^^f orh^w^^^ 

- ; Ke-^M — ^ - — 

' ' . J:hr<Stjgh ithfe 
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Selection of User Group plus Replacgrrt^nt . Group ^ . . . - 

Obtaining the samples ^of subject employees- in each company 
will involve first drawing a group comprising the sample^ plus the 
replacement group. The replacement^ub j ects will be selected put 
of this larger :group leaving the sample sijbjects. Tljat iS/ to - 
obtain a user group of n=i5 we will select a sample of 20 from the 
^ pool of user employees ? and then select out 5 of these for the 
replacement subjects . 



Procedures for selecting User Group plus Replacement Gx^up 



Step 1; 
Step 2; 

A 

Step 3; 



Randomly select a starting point from your first 
sampling interval , Thp-s is the first number of, 
your group. Enter tliis subject in the number one 
slot of your user group plus replacement group form. 

Select every kt^ member . until you have yopr full 
sample plus replacement group* -.List each subject 
consecutively on form. - 

Select out the replacement group subject? usin^ 
the same system/ Thajt is *to select out 5 replace^ 
ments from a group of 20/ use." a gainpJLing intervals 
(k)of;4. " Randomly determine yoUr starting point/* 
as abdve. Identify* each replacement snJjject ijr 
the appropriate column. Those not selected out 
x:omprise yo^ur user- group > 

Questionnaire Packets wil^'bg distributed to all 
meijri?^rs of the- User Group pl.us Replacement Group , 
Rfeplademertt grbup^ retums^will be used onTy if 
need^-ivtorjreplace" members of the user^ gro|ip who 
4*?:; iiot aiid consent form. 





.4 



V 



5i 
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Procedures for Distribution and Collection of Questionnaire Packets 



One of your Tina in tasks will be to develop a mutually acceptable 
procedure with the employer for t;he distribution and collection of 
the questionnaires^^ The st^ps below outline .our preferred procedure* 



Step l! ;Study staff will provide questionnaire packets f 

each meinber of User Group plus Replacement Group to 
Employer Contact. 

S±ep 2 : Employer; will insert letter to employees in packet ^ 
^nd' distribute to employees at wo ark ^r at day care 
ceater.' 

Alternate A: CCC Coordinator could distrlbxite packets or assist 
in the process in any way desired. 

Alternate Bi Packet can be mailed to employees. This is not the 
prefer^;ed procedure.* 

Step 3: Employee s G omple-hfe ques-hionnaire and.,slgn 

consent form and place in separate envelopes* 

' step 4: Employee wilT return both envelopes to' employer. 

Alternate ^! Employer can then giVe us^ both envelopes 

'Alternate B:^ Employer N:an" keep cphsent, f orm (which will have 

employees. name' on- it;0>*«^d give us unopened ' v' 
quesln^onnaire envelope; ' - s ^ 

Alternate C: Employee can, mail both envelopes to us* 

, Step 5: Employer will be asked to request noh**respon4ents. ^ 
to return both, forms. ■ * ! 

step €i - Fdnal composition "of user group will be established 

from respondents*/ ' See Step, 4 , Procedures, for Selecting 
ilser Group plus Replacement Group* ' 



The population of non-user employees comprises all employees 

<^ - ■ ^ 

, w^o do not use the child care service* Por purposes of thig study, 
however, it will be limited to those non-user employees who work 
at the same work site as the user employees* If this group is a 
reasonable number t ^ 200) w,e will use the wfiole group as a base* 
Otherwise, practical considerations dictate that we select a podfl 
of non-user employees- from which to dtaw our study group* 

^ ^^rocedures for Defining the Pool of Hon^llser Emi^oyees 

Step 1: Determine h6w many employees are at this location* 



Step 2: Using the procedures describe^ above select a 

sampling iritervaj "tliat will enable you to,iabtain 

approximately 260 employees* 

* 

Step 3: Determine , how the company^ lists employees . 

talphabetical , employee humber, social security 
number; etc* ) 

Step 4; ^ Develop a procedure with thfe "company foy the 

systematio^stelectibh of 200 of these ejnployees* 
^ It IS important here that we get a chance selection 
of employees^ If employee numbers are related, to 
length of employment this" may sjcew sample* Jdb 
classification lists may have a similar result* 
/ ''"Preferably the company will**be able to alphabetize 

the list anjd select .every kth* person* . , * 

■ V ' ' ^ ~ — - ^ ^ \' ^ 

Step 5t If possible, have comgany select 'Out^ male employees. 

Step 6i If pqfssibl^,. have company select ^Vi|: employees-who-—^ 
^ _ ^ 4o PQt: haL>|e young phildren* (This £s unlikely, ■ [ 

.but possiMLe) *^ . - ^ . ^ 

Step 7; Consent f^mis Wiil Se distributed to eacK .of these ** 
non-ijser ;CTiployeeSy In addition to agreeing to 
partlcipsffe study./ respbndees willjanswer' 
ij^iij ast i pnij^l^s to i Aeir. l ength 



sex> ^d ;tJhe ag^s of their children* The . .Pool of 
^ ^ Hori-rOs.er EpipJbyees . will comprise those "empiwees who : 

return/'Consent forms; ^ . : ^ ^ 

- . • ^are . female; -v. t ; / ' * ^ ' 

. • ,db- not*>h^^^ 1^6, and - , - 

_ • haye been einplpyed during the entire, study ye^ar * 

See -Systematic .s4i^cfeiori' - . , 



.** If company .does ,^ot;wamt em£)loyee consent fbrms^ 

\' mpy^' gfeieclb^^^^ Group St^p- 1* ^ ' ;^ 

- ^ ' r^ ' V'^T\^^^><^ ^ -^^^^^k'^-' ^'-rrz^'^'- ^-ir''^'-'^^ \ . . ' . ■ -"^ -t' ■ 



step 8: -DeveT,o"p a p'roce^ure with the employer for the 
^ , distribution and collection of the consent forms 
Preferably this will be done by the employer. 

St6|) 9: Thoseinph^user enqplpyees who return consent 

fo?ins^cind who meet the selection crit'eria will 
' comprise the Pool of Non-User Employees / 



Selection of, Non-User Group 

, Step 1: Alphabetise and number consecutively the popl'Of 
non-user 'employees. , f ^ 

Stap 2: Using the procedures described in selection of 

^ User. Group plu^ Replacement Group ^ systematically 
select a non-user group equal to the user group. 
Note: ' Repladen^ht subj^ects will oot* be needed 
g- ince c oifeen t — fbrnis have already be ^. receivecl> 

S-teP 3: Attendance "data wril "be~~co llfcicted for each 

^ member of the Non-User Group s - - 



V 



^ ^ ^ 82 



Attendanpe Data ^Needed * " ^ . , 

We are int^rest^d in the actual attendance at work in relation 
tp ,,the scheduled attendance and the reasons for. non-attendance. The 
list below is illustrative only. A data collection form' will be , . 
used to. record the information. 

K Total' days each subject emplo^ge was scheduled to work duri 
Study year . ' , .. 

(If this total includes vacat^ion or other non-work days please 
identify number in each category). ^ 

2.* Total paid days each subje,ct employee was absent during 
study year and reasons. 

scheduled paid vacation \ 'T, 



paid personal days . , 

paid' sick, days ^ 

^ paid sick leave ^ \ ^ 



3. Total unpaid days each subject employee was Absent during^ 
study year and reasons. These include: ' . ^' 

. sporadic single days ^ 

planned l^ave ^ ' 

^ * > J unpaid sick days 

othei; : i Ht 

Obtaining. Attendance Data / ^ 

' Th4s infonpation is needed for each member of the user group 
and of the non-user grotip . . Ton will need to explore with tl^e 



Employer Contact the kind of^data available, the manner in which it^^ 
is stored, ^its^etriev^bility, etc. Your role in,thiq process will 
need, to^jp defined* You will/ also>> need to explore issues related ' 

to tijrie ^nd cost, required to obtain the data. As a Jast resort . 

./ . " " . , ' ^ . * ^ 

only, it is possible for us to pa^ someone to assist.^ii this process* , 

This someone can b^; a comp^y^iemploye;e ^working ^^bvertii^^ a V 

temporary hired for this specifi'c task. D6nt' bforng this u^ unless. 



it seems to be t'he only solution* Obviously, before you commit 
project resources you need to cl^ear :this with Irving o^ Ann. 

Aggregate data whether for an individual or group, of employe&s 
will not be Aiseable* If 4^j^is is'the ^on^y solution'th^ employer 
offers you, try to' identify the raason* Sometimes employers change 
when they reaiize the small ^ifymber of employees for whom^we wiJJl . / 
need information* Or the issue may be a desire to preserve, employee 
anonymity or the need to obtaitn employee consent, . Both 'of .these 
issues a;re covered by federal law bnd procedures will be follow"! 
to ensure compliance. Your job will be to-reassure %he-em^oyer. 



^ p.. *- ' ' ^ r," ' 



Termination Data - , * 

, — • 

This data will be gathered differently from the attendanc^ 

data and actually, will not^be experimental data. Never*theless , 

; • ^ . * ■ ■ 

it should add another dimension to tjjie study/ Please also refer 

■ .. . . ■ 

to Procedures for Identification of Pool^f User Employees. 

For any user employee who terminated 'employment at company 
during study year, data needed; 

• job category of user employee 

• date user 'employee terminated 

• reason (if known) for termination 

at company initiative 
at employee initiative *^ 

Company data on turnoyer rate of permanent (non-^probationary ) 
employees* 

* 

* • ^or all employees , • - ^ * 

m far sub sets of employees; 




Company ^rgg^^gage^T^gEendaiice^^Pa^^ ~ . ^ 

Please also request any compan^ attendance data; Identify 
the employees exempt/no^-exempt; total company; study site only 
and the time period. / " ^ 



DEFINITION OF TERMS.* 



Study 

DHHS has funded" us to conduct an e^cperiinehtal study of the 
ef fectfs of employee sponsored child care services on .eraploVee 
behaviors . \ " 

Study year " * < ' , ^ . 

The one year period beginning May, 198^^- May, 1983^ 
, The actual anniversary date will be selected with the company 
to coincide with ^company record keeping system. - \ 

User employees 

Data will be collected on two groups of employees in each firm. 

One of these groups will be employees who use the child care 

service — ( the user group ) , 

^ ■ 

Non-user employees 

_ * Dat^ will be collected on two groups of employees in each firm. 
The second of these groups will be employees who do not use 
the^services — (the non-user _group) . 2 



Pool of user employees ( . ^ * ^ " 

The*pool of employees from which the user group will be drawn 
wi^l be cdmposed of employees whoi 

• were using the child care services for the duration of 
the stpdy year ;* 

• have a. l-6_v ear old child at the end of the study year; 

• were employed by the f ir*i :for the duration of ^he stiady 
year , .and * ^ . 

• are female. 

**" ' ■ ■ J* 

Pool of non-user employees ^ • 

' r ■ 

The pQ<?l of employees from which the iion-user gyoup be ■ . 

dfavm will be, composed of employees wHoj ^ y 

^ • were, employed by the firm for the duration of the study ye^r ;^ 

• do not have a 1-6 year pld child at the end of the study year;, 

• c6nse<3uently , have not used the child care se2^vices, and 

• are female- * \ ^ ^ y ^ 

* This includes. 1:hose employees whQ were laid off and recalled 
during the study year ., ^ _ - [ 
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User qroup- 



The member's of this group will be selected from the pool of 
user employees . It is these employees who Will receive the 
questionnaire and for whom we will want^personngl data. 

Non-user group ^ 

^ ' * V- 
The members of this group will be "Selected from a pool of 
non-user employees ^ We will bte collecting personnel data 
only for these employees. / ^ . 



Subject employees 

All those employees inclucaed in the two study groups i 

J d the user group , ^jid 
• the non^user group . 

Subjecfc numbers : 



A number* will be assigned to each subject to protect the 
identity of thQ sub/ect while enabling us to match personnel 
data with data Qbtc^ned from the questionnaire. 



Sampling proceiSxire 

We will be usinc 
Select!^" . Thj 
way 



a sampling procedure called " Systematic 
s. procedure has been selected as the most 

selecting the controls (non-user group) 
and will be used as well lib select the . 
jects^ (user group) . A xel;atively clear^ 



-A 



effect IV 
in each dompan; 
experimental 

textbook descjtiption of Systematic Selec/tioQ is included. 

Sampling interval/ 

This is the/ number you wili use in drawing your samples. 
This interval will be obtained by dividing the t^tal 
number/in your pool of employees by the number needed for 
your sampik.: This interval is known as k. See Systematic 
Selection/ for a more thorough explanation. A 

Study Questioj^naires . 

The study 'questionnaire has been designei''^ gather 4emogfaphic 
and other factual data from the user group only* The question- 
naire is printed oa two s^des of one sheet of paper. . It will 
I „ be identified only, by 'a subject rixjmber . There are. three. 

versions of the questionnaire: ^ one for each category of employer 
, sponsored child care' service. ■ All s^ubjects at one site will 
rSceiAre the same, form of thfe questionnaire dependent upon the 
kind /of service the employer provides. . " ' 



' . • , ' 87 

Questionnaire ^Packets ^ : ^ 

Questionnaire packets will^be distributed to all membeps of 
±he User Group plus Replacement Group * Each packet will 
consist of: - 

^ • one quBstionnairBr.witK'^ubject,nuinber on it; . 

• one questionnaire envelope with subject number on it; 
m one consent form; - - , 

• one envelope for consent form with subject ntimber on it; 
^ • letter from study; 

, • letter from emplt>yer, and ^* \ ^ * 

• everytti^g will .be color qoded* \ 

Questionnaires and consent forms returned 1^ Replacement g^oup 
membfers will be used only if needed to* replace non-coAsenting 
* members of User Group * \ ' \ 

Systematic Selection *-, ^ . 

A systematic sample is one in which every. k,th ij;em (e-g*. 



every. 10th item) is.selected in a list representing a population 
or a stratum (a relatively uniform segment) of the population* The 
number k isxzalled the satmpling interval . The first nxunber is ^ 
chosen , at random from the first k items, as described below* 
Systematic selection ensures that the items s^pled will be spaced 
evenly throughout tije population* ^ - ^ ^ 

.For example:, suppose you wish to take a systematic sample^of 
& households from a block of* 78 households* First, list and number 
the household^*/ Then divide 6 into 78; this means that you should 
select every 13t3i hoiise* Choose the first household at random from 

the numbers 1 ^through 13, using a table of random htimbers. Say, 

^ ' ■ ' ■ ' * . - 

this is nunibgY" 6^ Now select; every 13th house^ beginning- with 

^ * ^\ , * ■ ' - " ' • , , ' • . ■ 

number 6 — that is, .6, 19, 32, 45, 58, and 71 — to cbmpl&te the sample 




Systematic sampling is of t^D.^^iiiyalent in its results to ' 
random sampling, If* the elements in the^^'population occur in a 
random order. For example, in dealing cards in the game of bridge, 
•each placer has a systematic sample (every fourth card),^ If *the, ' , 
card^are shuffled before the deal, the' hand is equivalent to^ 



a randgm sample. Where* the elements in the population are consi; 
derfid in random o]fder, the formulas used for simple random sampling 
apply also to systematic sampling. * ^ ' 

^ Systematic 'selection has an important advantage over simple - 
random sampling if similar parts of Jthe population tend to be grouped 
^together, *that is, if nearby elements resemble each , other more than 
they resemble those at greater distances. For example, residents 
with similar incomes tend to* be located in the, same neighborhoods. . ^ 
A systematic selectipn of a city's blocks, numbered in ser^ntine 
fashion as described below, would then include more nearly the same 
r^roportion of each income group than a simple randoih sample, 

SystematLc sampl-iiig^ has come into wiiSespread, use because it is- ' - 
easy to apply^nd it usually .yields good results. For example, in 

the. 1970 census of population every 20th person was asked several 

^* ^ - - " * ■ 

Supplementary questions on various subjects. The cost of collecting 

. * ' ^ 

and compiling information for this 5 percent sample was small 

compared with that of a complete enumeration or of ^an ^^^dependent 

* " Ik ' 

5 percent sample survey. At the same time, the reliability of 

^ ■ . .. ' 

.the information was sufficient for almost any purpose. 

■ ' ■ ' ■ y ^ . . ' 

^* Spurr, W. and Bonini, C. , Statistical Analysis for Business Decisions . 
Hoiiewood, IllinQis; Richard irwin 1973, 332^3. " 
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STUDY QUESTIONNAIRES QUESTIONNAIRE 
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^ Thank yOM very^ mu^h for spending the time to fill 
in this questionnaire* These answers will provide 
valuable infoDnation on daycare arran^&nienVs used 
by working parents. Your individual answers will 
remain confidential* 

Part _l! Yoitr Family and Household 



Part 2: The Child Care Service Provided by Your 
Employer 

I A day* care center is providec^ for children of 
L einployees where you work* The questions in ^ 
I Part 2 relate to this service* 



U 



Nuniber of adults (persons 18 and 
older) iTi your household* ^ 



10-11 



9* 



2* 



Check the statement below which most^nearly 
describes your family structure* 



Were you inTormed.of the availability of this 
child care service when you first began your 
-employment here?' 



single parent livv*9' alone^ with 

child(ten) X 

single parent li^ng alone with 

chitd(^en) ancKother ddult(s} 
ntarried pVrent/living with spouse 
/ and chiWixfi^n) 
"^'married parent livinq with spouse^ 

childCren)t and oiner adult(s} 
other: (specify) ^ 



0^ 



ir 



13 



N0| not inforjned 
No, service ^not available when 
first employed 



52 
54 



14 



10* 



15 



16 



If yes, did the availability of th$ service 
Influence your decision to dccept t^tls 
employment? 

1 55 

56 



Yes 
No 



3* 



Please indicate below the number of children 
- yuu hav e ir > c s eh - agt^ gro ups 



11* Are you naw using this service? 



17 
Id 
19 
"20 
"21 
"22 



^23 
^27 

i9 



50 

*35 



less- than 1 year old 

1 to less than 2 years old 

2 to less than 5 years~old 
5-6 years old 
7-13 years old 
14-ld years old 

; 

4* How many children do you have who 
are regularly cared for by .a friend 
or relative while you work? ^ 

Please give their ages* ^ 24 

' , , - 25 

' , :26 

*5* How many children do you have who 
are regul^ly cared for if) a day 
care home^hile yoM»work? 

Please give their ages* _31 

~~32^ 
' 33 

6* How many children do yo^ have who 
are rtgularly cared for in a child 

' care program while you work? 

Please give their age5* . ^ ^ 38 

39 

in niy home 4 4 
in my neighborhood ^ ^'^^^^ 4 5 , 

on my way to work f -=4fv. 4 6 

out of the way to home or work " ^ 4 ? 
atvmy work\iite , ^ 8 

8* All of my out of home child care iss 

in the same place ^ 
in several places near each other , 
in several ^places far from each^' * 
other . - .* 



Ves 



"^58 



12* If yest have you used*this service; 



less than 12 months 

12-24 months 

more than 24 months 



59 
"60 
"61 



13* 



Please indicate below the number of children 
you have who use the child care serviced 
provided by your employer* 



less than 1 year old 

1 to less- than 2 years old 

2 tb less than 5 years old 
5-& years old 

older than 6 years^ 



62 
'63 
■"64 
"^65 
^66 



14* 



Does the availability of this child cate 
service 'influence your decision to continue 
your present employment? 



37 
*41 
"42 
■'4^3 



Yes 
No 



67 
"68 



15* 



Oid the availability of this child care Ser- 
vice enable you to shorten your maternity ' 
leave?" 



Yes 

No ^ 

Not Applicable 



69 
"70 
"71 



■ii 



Please complete the questions' 
on tHe back of thid page before 
returning your questionnaire* 



Thank you* 



ERLC 



Part 2; The Child Core Service Provided by.^Vour 
ElmtJioyer (cont inued J ' . 

.16* Have you'ever recoimnended your ennployer td 
others because of the availability of the 
child care services? 



Part ^: ^our Work (continued) 

26, Haw many hours per week do you usually work? 



Yes 



10 
"11 



Under 30 
?0-40 
t^Ovef 40 



38 



17. Has this, child care vice made it possible 



27, Oo you receive addijtional pay for overtiine 
hours? ' ' ' ^ 



for you to^'Ort^ overtime or o<S^ hour snirtSY 



le. 



Yes 
Ho 

^ot Applic^le ' 



12 
"13 



"Tes" 
Ho 



26, VJhat is your income befo^^ deductions? (Use 
whichever column is easiest) 



\ 



19. 



Has this chil'd care service made it possible * 
for you to accept a promol^ion or new position? 

Yes JT 15 

No . ^ 16 

Not Applicable . 1 7 

• 

The child carer services available through ay 
employer have s ^ 

little or no e^l'ect .on^th^ way 

I do my job * 18 

a somewhat positive effect on 

the wa^ T ri^ my joh 13l 



ANNUALLY 

Under $10,000 
$10,000 - 16,000 
$16,001 - 26,000 
$26,001.^ 35,000 
Over $35,000 



WEEKLY 



Under $200 
$200 - 350 
$351 r 500 
$501 - 700 
Over $700 



^3 
"^4 
"45 

"47 



2?, What is your ^usehold's income before deduc- 
tions? (Use whichever column is easiest) 

4 

ANNUALLY ' WECKLY 



-Ur^der $10,000 



Unrfer %200- 



a very positive effect on the 
way I do ray 'job. 



20 



Part 3: Yourself 
20, Are you; _ 



$10,000 - 16,000 
$ie,00l - 26,000 
$26/001 - 35,000 
Over $35,000 



$200 - 350 
$351 - 500 
$501 -^700 
Over $700 



"49 
"50 
"51 
"52 



'male 
• female 



21 

"^22 



2\, 
22, 



How old are you? 

Bow far did you go in school? 

:6th grade or less 
Some hi^h school 
:Kigh school graduate 
2 years after high school 
4 years of college 
Craduate or Professions^ study 



23-24 



25 
■*26 
'27 
■*26 

J9 . 

5€f. 



23. 



Check tKe reason which most closely (inscribes 
your reason for wort^lngt | ^ 

I ant the main support for my - 

family, ^ ^31 

Hy family needs more than one 

income, 32 

It ' is important for me to woirk 
_^even^though-my "income -is -not——— — — 

essential** 33 



30, H6w long does it, take you .to go to work? 

♦ Under 1/2 hour - 53 

1/2 hour to 1 hour 54 

Over 1 hour * 55 

31* Which of the following do you usually use to 
go to work7 "''^ 

" public transportation 

cotnpany transportation ' \ 

car pool , ' 

fartkily car \ 

walk/bicycle * 

32* Oo you usually work;, V - 

Oays 
Evenings 
Midnight Shift 
Rotate among shifts 



56 
"57 
"58 
'59 
"60 



61 

63 
"64 



1 



33, 



Pert 4; Your Work 

2^*, What is your Job title? 



y3ii. 



25, How Ion's have you worked for this company?' ^ 



_36-37 



In the la^t-A weekSt how many days 
"have^yotriiffistsed wbrk? ' ^"^ 

-4^^th,i3 about usual 
rtoST'thac^ usual ' 
Less than usual 

In the last^A weeks, how many tinies 
have you been late ror work? ^ 

^Is t^is about usual 
More Ihlh usual 
Less th^n usual 



(bays) 



65-^6 



67 
^^68 
^^9 



(times)' 



70t71 




2 / 



BEST CC7 



tMPLOYCt QUEST lONNAlRt 



Thank yoo very much Tdr spending th^ time to fill Part 2t 

in this questionnaire* These an^siiprs will provide 
valuable inrormation on day ca^€ar rang entente used 
by wotking parents* Your imnvidual answers will 
remain conride^tlal* / t, » I 

PaHlj_Your Family and household 



T he Child Care Service Provided by Your 
Employer ^ " ! 



Your employer provides some support for ths 
cliild care services used by employees* The 
questions in Part 2 relate to this service*. 



Number or adults (persons 16 and C ^ 

older) in your household* - ^l D-11 

Check the statement belov/ which most nearly* 
describes your family structure* * " 



1. 



2* 



single parent living alone with 
child(ren) 

single parent llvino alone with 
child(ren) and other adult(s) 

married parent living with spouse 
and child(ren) 

married parent living with spouse^ 
child(ren)f and other<^dult( s) 
/othex; (specify) 



_13 
16 



9* Were you inTonned of the availability of this 
child care service when you first began your 
employment here? ^ 

Yes ' ^ ' 52' 

Not not inTonned ^ 53 

NOf service not available when 

first employed ; ' 54 \ 

If yes^ did th^e availability of this service 
influence your decision to accept this 
employment? 



10* 



3* 



Please indicate below the number of children 
you Have in each age group: 



4* 



less than 1 year old 

1 td less than 2 years old 

2 to less than 5 years old 
5-6 years old 

7-13 years^ old 
14-16 years old 

How many children do you have who 
aro regularly cared for by a friend 
or relative while you work? 
Please gi-ve theiKages^ _ 



Ves - 55 
No . , 56 

11*^ * Are you now using this service?. 

Yes ! ai. 



17 
IS 

20 
_21 

_22 



No 



58 



12* ir yest have you^used ' this service; 



less than 12 months 
12)^24 months 
more than 24 months 



hs / 



59 
"60 
^61 



23 
27 

"29 



13* 



Please indicate below the number of children 
you have who use the child caVe services 
provided your employer* 



5* 



How many children do you have who 
a^e regularly cared To^ in a day 
care home while you work? 
' Please give their ages* 31 

32 

- 33 



30 
"34 
"35 

"^36 



less than 1 year old t 

1 to less^than 2 years ^Id 

2 to less' than 5 years old 
5-6. years old 

older than 6 years 



62 
"63 
"64 
"65 
"66 



14* 



6* How many cfiildren do you have who 
'are regulajcly cared Tor In a child 
tare program while 'you work? 

Please give their ages*' 38 

39 

40 



37 
"41 
^■42 
"45 



Does the availability or this child care 
service influence your decision to continue 
your present employment? , ^ 

Yes' ^_ 67 

No 66 



15* 



7* 



The child care I use is. (check all-. that apply) 

in my home ^ 

in. my neighborhood _ 45 

on >fay to, work * 
out or the way^ to home or work 
at my work site ^ _ 



Did the availability or this child care ser* 
vice enable you to shorten your maternity 
leave? " ^ - 



46 
"47 
"48 



Yes • 
^o 

Not Applicable' 



69 
"71 



X 8, ' All (^ my -out of home child care Is: 



in the same^ place 
in several places nea^ each other 
in several, places far from each ^ 
other' -V 



49 
"50 



51 



Please complete the questions 
on the back of this page iiefore 
returning your questionnaire* 

Thsnk you* 



ERIC 



104, 



■ , BEST K?V KMmt 



Part 2: The Child Care Service Provided by Yotir 
Employer UontinuedJ '■ 

16* Have you ever i^commended your employer^ to 
others because or the availability of the 
child care services? 



^ P^t 4t Your Work (continoefl) • * ' 

26* How many hours per week do you usually^work? 



Un4l!r }0 
30-40 • , 
Over 40 ^ 



Yes 
Ko 



17* 



0 

( 



10 
11 



38 
40 



27* Oo you receive additional pay T&r overtime 
hours? * ' , ' 



Has this child care service niade it possible 




Yes 
No 

Not Applicable 



If 
"13 
"14 



Id* 



19* 



Has this child care service made it possible^^ 
for you to accept a .promotion or new posi ti^h^N^^ 

Yes J " ^15 

No , . 16 

Not Applicable ^ 1 7 

The child care services available through my 
employer havet \ 



23* What is your income beTore deduojtions? f(Use 
whichever column Is easiest) 
V 

* - ANNUALLY 



Under $ldf000 
$10,OeO - 18,000 ' 
$18,0oi - 26,000 ~ 
$26,Q01 - 'JSjOOOr 
Over $5^,000 " 



WECKL)^ 



■ little or no effect- on the way 

I do my job - 
> a somewhat positive effect on * 
the way 1 do my Job 



Under $200 
^200 - 350 ■ 

■ $351 - 500 " 

■ I $501 -.700 
' Over $700 

V 

29* What is your household's income before deduc- 
tions? (Use wtftKhever column easiest) 



_43 
44 

"^45 r 

"46 
747 



Id 



a very positive errect on the 
way 1 do- my job* 



l9 



ANNUALLY 
^ * 

Under $10,000 



iio,ooo - nj;oou — 

$18,001 - 26,000 
$26,001 - 35,000 * 
Ov&c $35,000 



WtCK|Y 
Under $200^ ' 48 



Part 3t YourseU 
20* Are you; 



* 1 



$351 - 500 
$5pl - 700 
Over $700 



W 
l50 
51. 
52 



male 
female 



21* How old are yau? 

22* How far did you go in school? 

8th grade or less 
Some ^gh school 
High ithool graduate 
2 years after high achool 
4^ears of callege ' 
'Graduate or Prdfessional study 



21 ' 
"22 

23-24 



30* How long does it take you to go to work? 



Under 1/2 hour ■ 
1/2 hour^to.l hour 
Ovsr 1 hour 



53 
"54 
"55 



25 



31* ~ 



26 
"27 
■*28 
"29 
"30 



VJhich of the followingyfib you usually use to 
go to work? , • ( 

public ^transportation 
company transportation ^ *2 

car pool^ " 
family. car 
walk/bicycle 



56 
"57 
"58 

"60 



23. 



Check the reason which jnost closely describes 
your reason fdt working* * 



1 am the ma in -supports fiir^my 

family* 

Hy family needs niore than one 
inconte* 

It is important for me to work 
even though my income is not' 
essential* , 



_32 



32* Uo you usually w^rks 
Oays 

jvenings 



Midnight T^FiiTt 

Rotate among shifts 



61 

^62 



64 



.33* 



33 



Part 4t Your Work 

24. What is your job title? 



In the la^ 4 weeks, how many days 

have you missed work? / 6 5-66 

^ . TSaysTv 
Is this about, usual * 6 7 

Moire than usual /6 8. 
Les? than usual 5'69 



34* 



, 25. How lop9 have you wprked for thfs company?. 



34-35 



In the. last 4 we«ks, how many times 
have you been late for work? 



36-37 



Is this about u;sual^ 
More than usual 
Less than usual 



(time^) 



'70-71 

r 

72 
"73 
74 



ERIC 



10 0 



3 / . / > / 



1-9 



CHPLOVee QUeSTIONNAIRC 



Thank ycx) very much for spending the ^ime to fill 
in this questionnaire* ^ These answers will provide 
valuable infonnation on day c^se^arrangements used^ 
by working parents* Y^ur individual answers^ will 
remain confidential* 

■ * • 

Part 1;1 Your Tamjly and household 

r 

1* Nurtfber of adults (persons 18 and 
olde^. in your household* 



Part 2s 



The Child Care Service Provided by YoiJr 
Employer ^ Z ' ^ ^ 



I Your employer provides support %r an informs* 

I tion and rtifetrjal System to assist employees 

I in obtaining child care while they work* The 

I questions in Payt 2 relate to tbis service* 



10-11 



2,* 4^heck the jstatement below which most nearly 
descifibes your family structure* ^ 



9* 



Were you infonned of the availability «C this 
ichild care service when ypu first began your 
en^loyment here? 



single parent living ald/>e with 
childCren) . ^ 
single parqnt living alone with 

child(ren) and other adultis) 
married parent living^with sfjiouse 

and^ child( ren) ' 
married parent living with spoU§€^ 

child(ren}f and other adult(s} 
other* (specify) > 



^12 
13 



Yes 

No^ not informed ^ 
No, service not available when 
i first employed 



5^ 

54 



10* 



15 
U 



If yes, did the availability of this service 
influence your decision to acce'pt this 
employment? 



Pleas^ indicate below the number of children 
\ you have in each age group: 



Yes 
No 

* - f 

11* Have you used this i^ervice? 



55 
"56 



i* 



less than 1 year old 

1 to less than 2 yeat^s old 

2 to Jjss than 5 jt^ars old xfi 
5-6. years old 

7^-13 years old 

14-18 years old ^ 

Hojf many children do you have who 
,are regularly cared for by a friend 




Yes 
^No 



"57 — 
"58 ^ 



12* lf;^es, have you used .this service^ 



less than 12 iripnths * 
within the' last 12*2^ months 
more tihan' 2^ months ag(y 



59 
"61 



or: relative while you work? 
.Please give their ages* 



24 
■'25 
"26 



23 
"27 
"28 
"29 



13* 



Please indicate below the number of children 
you have for whom yo^j have used the child care 
services provided by your eniployer* 



5* 



6* 



Ho>f--many children do you have who 
. ar^e^^^regularly cared for ih a day 
c^i^ home while yot^-work? 
Ple^e give their ages* 3 1 

i ^i: ^ . / 3? 

Hovf child^n db you have who 
_jaTe regularly cared for in a child 

cfl're program whyTe you work? 
^P^lease give tliNp^ages* 38 

I , - — - J? 



30 

"35 
^56 



less than 1 year old 
.1 to less than 2 years old 
2 to less than 5 years old 
5-6 years old 

older than 6 years 4 



62 
"63 
'64 
'65 
"66 



14* 



Ooes the availability of this child care 
service influence your decision to continue 
your presen^^'employment? ^ 



37 
"41 

43 



Yes 
No . 



.67 
68 



15* 



7* ;7he child care 1 upe ,is (check all that apply.) 

' \i 

in my home . \ " 

."'^n my neighborhood 

\6f\ my way to work**" 

^out of the way to^ home or work ^ 
, ;.at my* work Site * 

8*; A^l of my out of home child care iss 

^ in the same place 
I in several places near each other 
V ^ -in several places far frm «ach 





49 
"50 



other' 



51 



Oid the availability^of this child care ser- 
vice enable you to.sj)prten your n^temity 

itfave? 



Yes 

Not .Applicable 



* Please complete the questions 
^ oD the back of this page before 
returning your questionnaire* 



ERIC 



Thank you* 



Part 



16. 



2i The ChHld Care Service Provided by Your 
. Employer (continued) ^ * 

Have you ever recommend^ed your. employer to 
others because of the availabilityft»f ttie 
child care services?/ 



Part 



Yee/^ 
Ko 



10 
"11 



Has this child care service npde it possible 
Tor you to>'ork overtime or odd hour shirts? 



Yes 

Uot Applicable 



12 
"15. 



26. 

* 

27. 
2ar. 



^: Your Work (continued) 

How many hot^re per weel( do you usually work? 



Under 



Oo you ^ receive additional pay Toir overtime 
hpurs? r\ ^ • 



Yes 



41 
"42 



^4 



What is your income beTore deductions? (Use 
whichever column is' easiest) * 



■le. 



H^ this child car^ service made it possible 
Tor you to accept a promotion or new position? 



Yes 
No 

Uot Applicable^ 



19, 



15 
"16 
"17 



The child care services available through my ^ 
■ecnployer have; * » 



ANNUALLY 

'Under $10,000 
$10,000 - 18,000 
$16,001 - 26,000 
$26,001 - 55,000 
Over $55,000 



WEEKLY 



Under $200 
$200 - 550^ 
$551 - 500 
$501 - 700 
Over $700 



45 
"44 
"45 
"^6 
■*47 



29. 



little or no effect on the way 

1 do my Job 
a somewhat positive effect on 

th^ way 1 do my job 
a very pu)siti^e pfferl' on i'^y — 
, way 1 do nvy Job* 



r 
19' 



Wha^ is your household's income before deduce 
tions? (Use whi^ever column easiest) 



ANNUALLY 



^WEEKLY 



20 



Under $10 
$ ^ Q t^98 



Part 5i Yourself 

— 3 

20, Are you: 



$18,001 - 26,000 
$26,001 - 55,000 
Over $35,000 



i.o(o L / Urtder $200 



48 



$551 - 500 
$501 J 700 
Over $700 



■*50 
"51 
''52 



fliale 
female 



21 
"22 



5b, How long does it t^^^ you to 90 to work? 



21. 
22. 



How old are-ryou? 

How far did you go in school? 

6th .grade or less 

Some high school 

High school graduate 

2 years afte'r high scljool * 

4 years ofJbollege 

Graduate or Professixinal study 



25-24 



25^ 
"26 



Under 1/2 hour 
1/2 hour to 1 hour 
Over 1 hour 



55 
"54 



51. 



^7 
"t8 
"^29 
"50. 



Which of the following do you usually use to 

go to work? , . ^ 

public transportation ' 56 

company transportation 57 

car pool , ' ; 56' 

family par ^ ^ 

walk/bicycle ■ " '60 



25. 



Check the reason which most clastfT^^'^e^cribea 
your reason for working. ^ 



\ am the 'main support fnr my 

family. . ' 
)^i family needs more than orte 

income* 

It id important for me to work 
^ even though my income ds not 
essential. ^ 



Part 4: Your Work 



.31 

55 



52. Oo you usually^ works 

[fays ^ 

' Evenings 
' Midnight Shift 
Rotate among shifts 



61 
-62 
"65 

JS4 



24, 



25. 



Whatsis your job titje?_ 



54-55 



How long have you worked ^for^Jthis company? 
. ^ - ■ ' ^ - , 56-57 



*55. In tne^l^st 4 weeks ^, hovT^any 
hav^ you missed jwork? 

I3 this abyout^usu^l, . 
' . More than usual ^\ 

Less'^ than usual . ' 

54. In £he last k weeks* hot^ many 
have you been late for .work? 

Is this* about usual ^ 
Mgre tKan usual 
t^ess th^n usual 



days 



; 6 5-66 
^daysj ■ 

. / 6 7 




Is there anything-' else^, you 'd like to ad<3? ■ . 



7 



* 



/ 



Thank you ver^much for* spending the tiine 1» fill-in this 
: ' questionnaire. These" answers .will provide valuable infojsmatlon,. 

on day care arrangements used by working pcirents,^' Your "individual- " ^ 
answers .will reiaain^ confidential* ^ ^ * - / 

■* -1 ^ • . - 



; study of jEmpIo^ Sponsored Child Care Service^, 



95 



APPENDIX D 



, ..INITIAL LETTER TO EMPLOYERS 



79 W.Monroe, Suite 812 , 
Ghicago, Illinois "60603 
312:236-3786 or 236-^(347 



February 7, 1983 ' " 



, 'Mr. .Raines V.'.Wyllie' ' . 

j^j.. 'Chief Executive 'off icfer 

Nylonc'raft' ^ ~ ' . ' ^ 

218. Wesi^Mc^inley Highi^ay. / 

Mish'ctwaka, Indiana 4-6544 ' * 

Dear'^Mr. Wyllie: 

frhe United States Department of Health and Human Services 
has ^warded a grant to the Foundation for Human Service S^udSjgs, 
Incorporated and CSR, Incorporated to study the effects of . enjployer 
sponsored child care. This government study will analyze if jand 
how eniploy^e*s absenteeism, length of emp],oyment, and^attitiK^es 
are affected when a company provides form of cjiild care service. 
Information fo^ the study will be obtained from two sources: 
first from the companies themselves and second from the employees 
utilizing the services* . ■ 

Since your oorpbratiori currently is involved in providing a 
tpti^ of child care service to your employees, we are interested 
in pursuing" the .possiSility of your company participating in^this 
federally-sponsored study., Pursuaixt to tlia's> either Ann "^litian 
Dawsph or Cynthia Mikel ^ill contact you^ in abt>ut a week to 
*furthisr describe the s^^Lid¥--and your cor^poratioh *s; potential rc(le 
in itv . ; . . V ' ^ ■ ' 



realize that soitie firms 'do not want their services publi- 
cized and want to assure . you that anonymous^ participatibn in. t^is 
study is acceptable. ^ ; , 

We look forward to a continuing relationship with you. 




Ti^vinw Eatfar 

T?reVi:aent, Pound^ion foa 
■Human - 1 



icago Office! 




Gi 

Director 
CSR, Incorporated 



^j-undation forHuiii^n Seryice.Studles, Inc. 



109 



CSRJncorporatejl; 



; Study^lyrideS b^a;orant lrpm-theOepartriiBnt .o|:)Health a^^ 
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Study of Employer Sponsored ClifiJd <ba*re Sen/ices 



' APPENDIX E 79 Monroe, Suite 812 

Chicago, Illinois 60603 
STUDY LETTER TO EMPLOYEES^ ' 3l2*236-3786"or 236-4347 



Pear Working Parent, 



Yout employer is one of the few in the country that is 'providing a form 
of child car^ service for its employees. Gathering information on how this 

, service ^Jaffects yoy will be helpful in encouraging othfer employers to provide 
a child care service for their employees* You, of course, know how important 

.good child car^ is to a working parent* ^ ' * . . 

The* U.S. Uepartment of Health and Human/Services has £unded us tq find out 
how an employee's absenteeism and job stability ^re affected if tfie employer 
provides a form of^child care service. In order to determine this we are 
having ^ome eifiployees who have used the child care service complete a. question- 
naire and then we will review the attendance records of each of these people. 

■* ' * 

You have been chosen at random to participate. 

All information co'llecteS^s confidential and vill be uded only for research* 
Your name and addres| will not be linked tetany information. No information 
that identifies any individual will be released. * Your participation is voluntary. 

-* ' -' - 

We're asking you to take a few minutes to complete the enclosed questionnaire 
and consent 'form^ Please do it today, ^lace the questionnaire ^in the white 
envelope and s^al. Place the consent form in the blue envelope and seal. I^tum 
each to the person from your company whose name appears on the envelopes. We * 
are depending on you for our study. 

^ Wfe want to thank you for completing the questionnaire and for^ taking tlie 
time to 4ielp us with bur study. All of your*answers will be kept confidential 
frofn your employer and will have absolutely no effect on your^ continued en\ploynient. 

Thank you- very mufeh for youif help. ^ 



f. 



VeryAridry yours, 

_ ^ ' Irving^ ijizar^ y 

\ ' , ' President^ Foundation for 

t * V Human Service Studies, Inc. 

. ► ^ ' ^ 

\ ■ _ , 

^^S.^ Please take the time to pairticipate^in. pin:, study* Youj: efforts can help 

^encourage other employers to provide h child care service for thei^f emplpyeefe- 



i^D?r^undation for Human Service Studies.tnc. ■ ' . • ■ CSR, (ncorporated 



.'iiPPfeNDlX F '. . ' 99' 

• ■ . *■ " . 

SWIPLE EMPLOYER LETTER TO EMPLOYEES 

QlobeAA^is 



Dear Employee* ' , ^ 

61obe^Weis is pleased to be participating in a study being 
conducted the U*S* tepartnent of Stealth and Human Services* 
mie govfiminent recognizes the changing^ needs of families and 
especially wants, to find out how e^Ioyee*.6 child care arrangements 
affect their attendance at work*/ l^i <»:der to determine this, ,infor- 
mation VUl be gathered frcwr about thirty companies which sponsor 
child care services for their enployees* ^ 

You are being asked to be one of the enplbyees from our 
con^ai^ included in the study* If ybu^ agree to participate you 
are beijig asted to complete and return tSe enclosed questionnaire* 
Your name viXX b^ replaced lir^ a nuniber 'and will not appear in any 
connetrtion with the ini^prmation from your questionnaire* All infor- 
mation will be confidential" and your anonymity assured* Please 
return the questionnaire no later- than May .27th. to me* 

X hope -that ybu will piarticipate in the study as it should 
pTOTidc valuable iiatpriiiaticm fot fofa^ o£ dbilA care . 

^f^^ces to en^ldyees* Ilie^ choice; }ioweyer# is entirely your own* 
Your decision will in^no way af j^ect at 61<^>e-^Wei:3* 

When the study is coopleted we will receive a copy of the 
re9ults* Zf you are interested^^in reading jlJiem plisase let ncT luiow* 

r '/ ' \ / \. . Sincerely* 

, ' - " .Chris Kadcowski 



V 



GL6&E-WE>S£rhe Office PirodUcts Group of Sheltec-dlobe^ofporetioh 
' Rcidflope homefofficeiafoducts Smokadof olfjce furnishings - 
> W6cKi'Av1lnue/P,0/8bxYl,,8riabl, fannsylvonia 19007 
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APPENDIX G 
EMPLOYEE <:OnSENT FORM 



79 W. Monroe, Suite 8)2 \ 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 \ 
312-236^786 or 236-4347 i 



I understand that the U.S. Department of Health and Hiiman 
Services wishes to, collect information on, different Jfinds of child 
care services ,g,vailable to working parents. I understand^ that this 
research is being done to determine howvaripus forms of company- " 
sponsored child care services affect employees. 

The gove?:nment recognizes the changing needs of fajhilies and 
especially wants to find out how en5)loyee*s child care arrangements 
affect their attendance at work. In order to determine this^ infor- 
matiK:>n will pe gathered from about thirty companies which sponsbr 
child care services for their employees. ' 

; X agree to take part in this study. * I understand that all. 
information will be used solely in connection with *tiie study. I 
understand that I, will in no way be^identif ied as having participated 
in this study i^ the final report and -that .all data will be presented 
only in the aggregate,,^ - , ' 

I \lnderstand that the\Federal Reserve Bank of Boston has been 
informed that this study is being conducted and is pleasfed to parti- 
cipate in conjunction with the Child Care Resource. Center provided " ' . 
enqployees who are asked" to take part, in the survey are Informed that ■ 
the decision to do so is completely; vo3^jjijbary . 




(Print) Name of Respondent 
Signature of Respondent 



After you have signed this, form/ put it. in' the,matching blue envelope/ 
seal* and :j|^tiir;n to the perspn whose nalne is* on the enveloped This 
form- will, authorize ^y<i^r^comp^ release your att^dance record 
oyer , the past.year wilOT inforlnation will 

be used; for Vhe purpose ^pf' y'-^y ". ; 



APPENDIX H 
ATTENDANCE DATA TORM 



fCSEKlEEISH ttA*^ SHE5F 



Person oonpleting form 



Date C3cnf>lebed 



'^li&yee t First day of study year _J _/82 Last Day of study year _/_/83 Sheet I of 



a 

a 

H 



I 



Oat^ of Absenteeism 



u> 



01 



-Or 



^ ^APPENDIX J 

ATTEND^fVNCE DATA SUMMARY SHEET 

Company > - ^ Stud^ Yea 

Eraployee Number / ^ / ^ / 

Exempt ' . Non Exempt ^ (21) " 

jQb Title, ■ ' 
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Maximum possible paid^days 

Less extended leave of absence 

Less scheduled; paid days off , * 

goiidays 

' Vacation/Floating Holidays/ - 
Personal Days - 

Othea?r Jury duty/ military leave/ 
etc. 



(29-30). , 
(31-32) 




Total scheduled paid days off 
Total" days jscheduled to work, 

Sick I 

Family Sibk ■ ^ , * 

Death ^ 
Total non-scheduled paid days off 
Total, ' ■ \ 

Less impald days off 

sick J 

Family Sick ^, 

-Death . ' ^ ; 

. unexcused ; ' f 

^ ,T6talr unpaid days of f • 
Total unscheduled 'days of £ 
Total days worked 



(_ ) 



(33-35) 
(36-38) 



(39-40) 



(.41-42) 
(43-44) 
(•4.5-47) 



Total d?iys paid 



(48-^50) 



- APPENDIX K . 

^ ^ SELECTED EMPLOYE' COMMENTS 

# The child day care program at my company is a big plus for 
the corporation and its en^loyees. It is such" a relief to be 
able to. go to work knowing- my cliild is right on the grounds if 
she needs me, just footsteps away. And i enjoy , that she's 
learning and working in a structured eavirontnent all day. That 
is what^ makes me regret that I have to take her o\it of the day 
care this summer for financial reasons. It would be nice if the 
company could pick up more than 10%; maybe a schedule based on 
salaries. . " , ^ ^ " 

On-site \ 

Single parent living alone with children" " . 

Salary $10, tfoo - 18,000 " # 

• ^Having a day^care program on the worksite has lifted a lot- 
af worry that I use to go through, wondering what they were 
doing " with ,this worry lifted I believe I . can handle my job 
and the stress and pressxires with it mmch better, so when J go 
for the day I feel fresh and secure my daughter has had a good 
day, the same as me. Also I am able to^ 's^e her each' day at 
lunch — and we share our morning' progress. These special mo-- 

ments sur:e change your daily outlook if things are going bad. 

Again lhat reassurance she is safe.- . . 

On-site , - . ^ . ■ . ^ 

Single parepit living albne with child 
Salary: $lb,OOQ -'U8,000 ' ' 

9 . My child was 5 months old before the child development 
center was open. After our son had been at the center at ihy ' 
place of employment for about a month my husband commented on ^ 
the fact that my attitude .about working was a lot better* 

On-^site ^ — ^ ' 
' . Married parent living with spouse and child 
' . Salary^: $18,001 - 26,000 ■ ; 

Family Income: over $35,6^0^^*^^ " 



• At one time I considered accepting a position* outside of the* 
hospital, but because o^ tthe child deVelopinent centej: I withdrew 

application, - - ,^ . - 

Being able /to spend time with my chfld during working hours 
made it^ easier to^,ad-justr±o. workiag^afterlipaj:.ernity leave t I - 
don't worry about him as much and am able to- concentrate on itiy 
j^b much better, I'm' sure it has reflected in itiy attendance • ' 
recor^J and cert^inly^ontributes to my atti};ude towards my ^ob* 
\ ■ On-site * " " ' ^ \ * 

Married parent >iiving with spouse andf children " - 
Salary: $10,000^ aS^^OO 
. , ' nF^mily Income: $18,001 - 26,000 

I would not havfe stayed as long as/ I have at this job were 
it not for the day care -kindergarten program,*^ My p&ace of mind 
about my child's care dpes make me a better enployee, 

OD.-site , , _ ■ ^ 

Married pardnt living with spouse. and child 

Salary: ' under $10,000 ' 

Family Income: $26,001 - 35,000 

• It meant a great deal to me to be able to continue breast ^ 
feeding my baby until she weaned herself, I am often able to 
,visit with her during t^he day", as iny schedule permits,. Knowing 



I am ri^ght there should she becom^ sicic or mpured iS"a^rEat^^ 
relief* - I'm sure our center has eliminated much stress many 
working mothers must feel* SuJh stre^sses, are very counter - 
productive for an employer* ^ >^ ^ 

On-site ' , ^ ' ^ 

Married parent living with spouse an^ child 
. Sa^lary: /$18,000 26,000 
Faihily Income: over $35/000 ' ^ ; 
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• ' fit the time of hire I had no interest in the child care pro- 
1 gram. ...^now that's why I'm spying. 

' 9*^4^*3^ care is only open day shift arid not on weekends. , I 



dan only work^days M*-P. 

-V— 



I have, missed a lot more days of work ^^lue to my children's 
illness or cohditidrl^^ot allowed in day, care. 
V . > On-site> - ^ , . 

' Married parent living with spouse, and children ^ . 

■ ' • 4 /FbE an employer to offer child care services, especially as 
part of -an employee's Benefit package, to it's employee^ says 
, V '^ld(|t abSut the etr^^loyerl (alot of positive thingk) . I greatly 

admire' my employer for setting up this service for it's employees 

Off-site . 
'Married parent living with spouse and chi 
' iS^lary: $10>000 - 18^^;,000 ' 

'Fa^ily^Incottie: ^,^01^^^ 35,000 

• ^ ^ My second child has at^endea my employer sponso.red/day care 
center since the day it lopened its doors (6" yrs.)* With my first 
<;hild^I lived throUgh vJorking full time and constantly having to^ 
teal with ''sitters" whose own lives^and complications made a^ very 

inconsistent en^ronment for myself, my family and most of all 

.- ' > ■ ^ _ ■ ^ ' ' ' 

my child*; - v ^ 

J pnce the day are ceriter opened*! was able to depend on:„ 
1., sqmeone wouid be. there . to care for my cfcild* . ^ 
^ - ^^ 2^;. thfe care would be consisteritr day to day* 

My>whole life, changed — t was no loitgejr worried or haj^rassed* 
I really feel that one can be^a better worker if the worry abolit ^ 
j^hild.care relieved, , ^ ^ - . " - 

bff^site ^ / ' ^ ' 

^M^rjried parent living with spouse and clUldren 
Salary:: $18^6130 '26/pOO " ^ ^ / 

Family Iricome:^ over $35,000 v - 
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• It would be very nice if the center would exp^d its hours 
to include the p-m, shifty as there are many eniployees who find 
it hard to find reliable g^ople to watch their children on the 
p.m. shift. 

Off-site V *^ ■ 

Married parent* living with spouse aftd child 
Salary: $10,000 - 18,000^ 
^ Family Income: same ^ 

• ' If not for the day care^ center at my work, I'wouli^ be 
seriously considering^ alt^ftiate emplpyment. The day care is 
one of the main reasons for my' continued stay. 

On-site . ^ , ^ 

Married parent living with spouse and children 
^Salary: . $18r001 - 26,000 
Family, Income: $26,001 - 35,000- 

• / think subsidized day care is very important for parents 
and demonstrates a corporations human side*'. Critical to 
attractinci and keeping the best people in the marketplace. 

Off-site * , 

Married parent living with spouse, child. and other adult 
Salary: $26,001 - 35,000 \ 

Family Incom^: over $35,000 
» The services provided didn't help me at all, \ still h^d 



to do all the research myselFt gfaey didn ' t ha\^g the "fla y uaxe 

center I chose listed. Trie days I'miss of work ar6 99% caused 
by my child beiji^ ill. This conpany should provide subsidieded , , 
(sic) day care on-sit'e. Now that would helpl* ' " 
t I S, R ; 
Single parerv^ liyintf alone with child and other adults,^ 
self $10,000 - 18>o6o . ~ r 

Household - same' 



/ 



y - 



• , I feel the avai^jability of a^li^t of daycare people is" help- 
ful, but other alternatives (newspaper, word of mouth, etc.) ar^. 
viable. To truely affect your work attendai^ce/ attitude, etc. 

^actual daycare centers at ^prk are* really the only way. 

^ - — .^i^Si^R — r — ~— — ^ . ^ ' 

Married parent living with spouse and children / . 
Salary: $26,00r - 35?dOo' - ^ ^ ^ ' * ^ ^ 

. Family Income: over $35, 00^ 

• I really" appreciate my entplpyer orf^ering this service, it 
really halp^ for *first time mothers, like myself who really don't 
know where to begin in" looking for child care. , ^ ^ - 

Married pajfe^^ living with spouse and clvild^ ^ ^ 

Salary^: ^0,(700 - 18,000 . ^ 
Family incbitse: $26,001 - 35,000 

• I think' it is important to note that you always need back-^up 
arrangements made for child care when your^chiid is .ill and can't 
go to the centfr and for the" days the center is^cloged. You 
can't depend 100% on the center particularly when I'm required 

to work when the center ±s closed, i.e. 5-11 p.m. and 11 p.m. - 
7 a. m.^ ^ ^ ' , ( ^ 

I can't tell you hdw convenient it is to have your cKild so 
close. Particularly with children with chronic problems such as 
^stlima. These children could be fine in the AM and in real dis- 
tress in a matter of hoxirs, yet you could^be with them in a 
mattejr of a few minutes. 

The day care Had nothing to do wi^th accepting employment 
.here, and may affect my job a little in t^at ±*m happy with an 
institution- that provides this for me. But I can tell you I'd- ^ 
sure think a dong tiitie before leaving^ - becausfe of the day care. 

On-site ^ " ^ * x . 

Married parent living witjj spouse and cjiildren 

Salary: $18^0.01 - 26,000^ ^ ^ 

Family Income: over $35,000 . - ^ 
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• Quality day care services is fdrst pnd foremost in the mijids 

' " 'J * ^ ^ ' 

of working moms ^nd dads* \*Sh€ early development of our chijldren 

\ , / ■ ■ . ' ^ ^ 

IS first and foreiBOSt in our minds* '-Wa are all l^ery appreciative, 

or should be/ that our coir^any ha% recognized tliis cruci&l" ben^^ 

fit and has assisted us in tour search for, day care. ^ fbelieVe 



quality the key which, dbyefs every category from changing A 
diaper to recognising a problem with^ a chil^ and informing the . 
parent(s) • Th^k you* . - ^ ''^^^ 

P.S* Every company should get on'the band wagon axi^ assists 
their employes especially single parents* Remembering 
• - always these chi^ldren are the adults of ^tomorrow. 
very old cliche but 6^ so real. 

. Off-site / 
^ . Married parent living with sppuse and child 
Salary: $18,001 - 26,OllO ' \ 
'family income: over $35,000 

• The Child Care Referral and Inforjmation Service is minimal. 
For an employee of our^size, offering child care services here 
or clo^e by ^eems more apprdpriate "and would be much more help--^ 
fui* It, would also have. a positive effect on my job performance* 
' I & R . ^ ^ ^ ■ 

Married parent living wxth spouse and child' * 
Salary: .$10,000 - 18,000 , ' ' ^ , . ; 



Family Income: $18,001 26,doq. . 

• , ^Having a- day care center ;:ight in the same building has 
been a tremend|(us benefit* It helps take the guilt away from 
working. . ■ , 

^ The day care center here i^ a top notch day care center^ 
and I feel very fortxmate to have it here as a benefit* What 
^raore of a benefit could you van t. . . - . 
' On-^site 

Married p&rent living with spouse and child 
, , Salary: $10,0.00 - IB, 000 . " . . 

; ; ' Family Inco\&+ ; ^^26/001 - 35/000, ^ 
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• The availability of -day care*at,iny wprk sit^e w^s extremely;- /; ^ 
itifluencial in my accepting^ employment with'iny/einpJ,oyet, ^and. iiv\ ^^^^ * 
my continuin.^ employment.,. I even accepted' a aal&fy loweir 'than i ' 
would have accepte?^ from an Employer' wiCpout d^y* caf^ facilities^ k r-/ 
T also feel* it has had a vejry'' positive affect pn my atbendance/ * 



On-sxte > i , . ' • . . ^ 

Married parent J-i'ving with ^pouSe' and chxld 
"salary: $'l0,'000 - 18,000 ; ^ ' " ; . 

'Family Income: $18,001 - 26^.000- 

• I recently changed jobs within the hosg^ital^ Erbm staff* * 
nurse an instrlictpr. It*s considered a pr6motion. . *While the/ 
availability of the child care did n^t $f fgct Aiy promotion, it 
made staying, at this institution rather tjian ^plyin^ elsewhere 
yery^desirabie. . ^ ^ , ' - 

^ ' Off-site ' / . ' . , , ^ 

. Married parent li^dng with spouse and child ' ■ . " -^ j 

^ Salary not indicated U ^„ \ . 

. ^ S-amily Income: $26,001 - 35,000^ ' ^ ' '^'^ 

• Without our day care center, we Would not have been able [ 
to have'^a baby because of the lack* of 'early infarft day cacre\ It 

also envies mothers to nijrse and continue to worJC , ^ 

On-site ; , ^ * ^ ^ - ■: ^ 

Maj^ried parent living with** spouse and children ^ ' - \ ' ^ 

Salary: $18,001 - %6,000 \ ^ 
Paitiily Income: oyer $35,000 » ' " . ' • 

• In relation to. absenteeism, I feel-jj^at I - must stay home 

when my child is ill* As there ig no one felse to care for my 

child, this is often the reasoij for my missing work; The day 

care center, quite understandbly, cannot allow a sick child'to^ 

attend, . ' " . \ , 

< ■ ' ' ' ■■ 
On-site - ' ^ ^ 

Single parent:^i^ying aloh^ ^with chilS and other adult 
Salary: under $10^000 . . 
. ' Family Income: $18,001'- 26,000 ' ^ 
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I feel that the nay Care Center is the most important employee ^ 



les 



benefit I receive from it^ company*^ . i 

I wish ali employers provided similar day c^e facilit 
for their .emplpyees! . * * 

On-site " ^ 

Married parent living with spouse and child 
■Salary; $26,001 -35,000 ^ 
' Family Income: over $35,000 . ' ' 

% 

• t My employer was very helpful in supplying, me' with many names 
for babysitters, but most of the naittes listed as ^he^/good** 
babysitters, were'fil^ed and- did not'" accept ^new babies. I was 

'successful in finding a babysitter throxKflv'our church. 

I & R * ' • • : - 

Married parent living with spouse and child 
Salary; $18,001 - 26,000 \r 
' FjSmily Income; over $35,000 

• I would not be worJcing if my child, was not- provided child 
care - he ha& experijgnced so mariy things since he was\ 18 months 
.old* He consij^jr's the children at the center as *'his Jcixis" - 
they are ,a seconjd familXi,f 01=^ , ■ . ^ 

bur employer provides excellent fringe beine^fits in rates 
for all- employees* could .not provide care for him anp/here" 
for the ampunt I pay^da'ily* ■ * 

Off-site V ^ 

Married parent living with sppuse and children 
■ Salary; $1,0^000 - 18,^000 ^ } * 

'Family Income: $18,001 - .26,000 

■ . "^'■^ . 

• fUhe availability of *.the day car6 centeir directly affected 

^ ' * ' ^ ^ ' ^ ' ^ " ' ' ' y ' * ^ 

my return to progr^fiSxng* I was previously in another depart- 

ment on the night ghift* r.did not want iriy. child in a cetiter 

far from.ii^ offace^i' * . ^ r ^ 

> dri*-site ' : - 



Married par^t liyiri;^ with sppu^e and child 
Salary ;i^- $18^ / : - . 

family ;lhcoitie/:^."$26^^^ . 
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^ ' _ ► . - 

My employer ha? now' offered a pre-tax deduction of child 
care payments so I have morei^^spendable income. I'm not sure I 
could afford care anywhere else* 

Thank you for looking into a very important issue. 
Off-site 

^ ; Harried parent living with spouse and children 
Salary; $26,001 35>000 
Fainily Income: over $35,000 

m In situations like a hospital where most employees are women 
and staff works 24 hrs* a day.-- it would be beneficial to have 
day care on the premises 24'hrs/ around the clock, plus daycare 
could be arf attraction to employment if it were more economic. 

* Its about time this has become an issue worth looking into, 
women could be much more efficient and positive if reasonable 
consideration , is given to, their life and work. 

/ 0 

Off-site, . ' 

jingle parent living ja-lone w,ith child 
■ Salary: ^18,001 - 26,000 

• I believe ithe Child Gare ^Cfenter at my work ;to be' one of , 
the best benefits any employer could offer* I am proud that 
the administration had the insight to approve such a venture* 

\One area jiot really addreased in this questionnaire was the 
^quality of care the ^ildren.are' receiving at the center. The 
leajming opportunities and advantages glveij these children are 
superipr to other home care or day care centers. I beli^v^ 
that parents have peace of' mind, not only bepause of the^jenter .' 
being Xn the institution; but also because, the care is excellent. 

only regret is th^t due to the ion g waiting list, our 
next child, may npt be able to be enirolled. 

pn-*site'" - • . ^ 

Marri;ed pareht living with spolise and child 
Salary: $18,001 > 26,000 _ ^ , 

Ekiidly Incbine: over $35v^0Q0\ \ ' " 
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. APPENDIX L 
ADDRESSES OF EMPLOYERS 




* EmplqyersP .niqt incdiiid^^^ requesting- anonymity;' 



Mr. l^illiam R. Brown . ' 

- Personnel Director 
Allstate Insurance Company 
Allstate Plaza 
Northbrook, IL- 60,062 

Ms. Lyla Haggard ■ 
Assistant Vice President ' 
Corporate Conmaunications 
Bethesda Hospital; Inc* 
619 Oak Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45206 

Mr. Larry Taylor 

Carlsqn Craft 

P.O. Box 8700 

1750 Tower Boulevard 

North Mankato, MN 56002-8^700 

Ms. Lillian Kezerian 
Assistant Director of 
Employee Kelatiohs & 

Communications 
CIGNA Coirporation 
Depai^raent A-11 
Hartfordit CT 06152 

Ms. llieresa 'diLorenzo ,^ ' 
Vice President ' 
, Empire Airlines 
Day Care Cfenter 
Oneida County Airport 
Utica-Rojte, NY 1342^ 

Mr. Arthur R. LaPpint 
Director, Human Resources 
Fairview HOSpiJ:al 
2312 south ^xth Street 
Minneapolis/ MN^ 55454 

Ms. Joanne b'. Wall 
Senior Vice President, 

Operations 
.Family Hospital 
2711 west Wells 
Milwauijtee/^^I 532.08 

' Hjc- Dan L- Craft 

- Vice Prejsident / - • 
Director of - Personnel 
1st Source cbtppration 
p;0. Box. 1602 

South Bend, IN .46634 ' . 



Ms. Chris Zackowski 
Director - Learning center 
GlobeWeis/pi vision of Sheller 
Globe Corporation 
' 7 Wood AvenUe 
Bri^stol, PA 19007 

^ Mr. Thoinas Uridge 
Associate Vice President 

Human Resources ^ 
Ingham Medical Center ^ 
401 West Greenlawn Avenue 
Lansing, MI 48909. 

Ms. Jackie Kasnetz- 

Benefits Manager 

The Jewish Hospital of 

St. Louis at Washington ~. 
University Medical Center 
216 South Kingshighway Blvd. 
St. Koiiis, Mb 63178 

Ms. Ruth Browning 
Compensation Analyst 
Lake Forest Hospital 
660 N. Westmoreland Bbad 
Lake Forest, IL 60045' 

Mr. Richard Green 

Vice President, "Human Resources 

Lijther Hospital/ Inc. 

1221 Whipple Street 

Eau Claire, WI 54702*4105 

Ms. Diane C. Lavine 
Director of Personnels ' 
Lutheran General Hospital - - - 
1775 Dempster Street 
Park Ridge, IL 6.0068 

Mrs . Bar b ajp a Kir^cofe 
Vice. President 
The Lutheran Hospital of 
.Fort- Wayne, Inc. 
. 3024 Fairfield' Avenue " 
Fort Wayne, IN 46807 

" ' Ms. Kathleen K. Eetersoh 

Vice Presid^t - Hjiman Resources 
lit^. Sinai Hospital 
2^15 Park- Avenue South 
MiKheapolis, MN 55404 



Mr, Bt W, Pitzer 
Manager-Personnel Resources 
NCil 'Corporation ■ 
■ Engineering & Manufacturing- 
Ithaca 
950 Danby fload 

Ithaca/ NY. 14850 ^ 

tfr, Don Janckila 
Employee, Rel^tion/Affiannatiye 
Action 

^ Northwestern Bell Telephbne Co* 
200 Sbuth 5th Street " ' 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

I 

. Mr* James Wyllie 

President 

Nyloncraft, Inc, 
^234 Schumacher Drive 

Mishawaka, IN 46544 

Mr, 'Jack Lietz 
<^neral Manager 
Petersen. Health .Care of 
, , Wisconsin, Inc, 

Boyce Drive- . , 
Rhinelander , MI 54501 

Mr* Ben Katcoff 
Corporate Benefits Manager 
Polaroid. Corporation 
750 Main Street 
- Cambridge, MA 02139. ' 

Mr, ^Charles R. Wicktor ' 
Director, Personnel.. . ^ ' 

Saint Mary!s Health Center 
6420 Clayton Road ^ 
' Stt L6^^is,. MO 63117 ^ 

Mr, Edmond F; ^ Jtoza^he . 
Personnel Directo^- ■ 
union Fidelity Life (Ihsuraiice Co, 
Union Fidelity Office .Park 
Trevbse, PA 19049 ^. . 



